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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. M. D. Cuatmers, ©.8.1., barrister-at-law, Assistant 
Parliamentary Counsel, has been appointed to succeed Sir 0. P. 
Itzert as First Parliamentary Counsel. 





~ 


A Notice appeared in last Tuesday’s London Gazette, and has | 


also been forwarded to us, stating that “itis proposed to submit 
to His Majesty in Oouncil the draft of an Order in Council 
further postponing the date of the operation of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, in the City of London, from the Ist day of 
March next to the lst day of July, 1902,” 





WakNED BY previous abortive attempts to discover the 
“Father” of the profession, when suggesting Mr. A. 8. Frzxp, 
of Leamington, for that post, a fortnight ago, we called upon 
all and sundry to find an older “ Father” if they could. Our 
appeal has been answered by a letter from esteemed corre- 
spondents who nominate Mr. Ricnarp Juynzs Emmerson, of 

dwich, who was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1833, and is 
clerk to the justices. He has three-quarters of a year's 
precedence over Mr. A. S, Frexp, who was admitted ia Trinity 
Term, 1834, 


Brrore THE Divisional Oourt which sat to hear ex parte 
motions only on the 21st inst., counsel asked for leave to set 
down for hearing at an early date certain points of law raised 
in acase which the — had directed should be argued 
before a judge, as his client would greatly prefer them to be 
discussed before a Divisional Oourt consisting of two judges. 
The Lord Chief Justice asked if they were questions that one 
judge could hear, and whether there would be an appeal from 

is decision. Both questions having been answered in the 
affirmative, Lord Atverstong said that the application could not 
be granted. He had been trying to get business which 
properly could be heard by a single judge dealt with by one 
Judge, in order to save the time of the Divisional Court as much 
as possible. The mere fact that a litigant would prefer the case 
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to be argued before two judges, instead of one, was uo ground for 
it being set down for hearing before a Divisional Court of two 
judges. He was most anxious that this rule should be 
thoroughly understood by solicitors and counsel, and he desired 
that a note of what he had said should be forwarded for 
publication to the proper quarter. 





Tn PRINTED letter relating to ‘‘ undefined boundaries,” which 
the Land Registry is now sending to applicants for registra- 
tion, should, says a learned correspondent, be widely known. 
It brings home in a very definite way the costliness, danger, 
and delay of the system of compulsory registration. We are 
speaking from a recent experience in which the subject-matter 
was a small piece of uninclosed land (bought for £250), the 
boundaries of which were exceptionally clear. After two or 
three interviews at the Survey Department, and a journey to 
the property to answer questions’ based on the official map, 
the solicitor having charge of the business received a copy of the 
letter we have mentioned. In it he (like others in other matters) 
was informed “that much inconvenience, and possibly expense, will 
be saved if you will be so good as to have the plot in question 
Jenced before proceeding further in the matter of registration” ; 
failing which “ the posts of the intended fences,” or (in case of 
a wall) ‘‘the footings, should be put in to shew beyond doubt 
the ultimate inclosure of the plot.” We ask our readers in 
town and country to consider what this means. Their experi- 
ence will tell them, first, that it means delay ; it has taken over 
three weeks to get through the little matter we have mentioned. 
The cost of a fence (not, by the way, at present needed) would 
have been several pounds, yet that (to say nothing of all the 
trouble and expense caused by this minute delimitation) was 
to be borne in order to save “‘ much inconvenience and expense.” 
‘“‘Inconvenience ” there spells “danger” ; with which, indeed, 
the whole business is fraught, for if title is to be gained by an 
official map which is to be based on the position for the moment 
of “ the posts of the intended fences,” how easy it will be for 
wrong to be done! 





Wrieut, J., in a case before him last week, in which the 
official receiver, as trustee of a bankrupt’s estate, sought to 
make a solicitor refund a sum of money retained by him out of 
funds paid to him by the bankrupt in order that the solicitor 
might ‘‘ see him through his bankruptcy,” once again emphasized 
the hardship which the present state of the law imposes upon 
solicitors in such a case. This is not the first time that such 
remarks have been made. They are frequently to be found in 
the numerous cases dealiog with this subject, and notably in 
the case of Re Beyts (42 W. R. 432), in which Vavanan 
Wiuuss, LJ., then the bankruptcy judge, strongly 
animadverted upon the unfair way in which the rule laid 
down in Re Spackman (38 W. R. 368) bore upon solicitors, and 
said: ‘‘I should have been glad to find in favour of the 
solicitors if I could. I hope something may be done 


to remedy the law in this respect.” This rule, it will be 
aaa r J of the debtor in the hands of a 
sohiaivor at the date of the bankruptcy canno 

him Yor costs incurred after know niin of an available act na 
bankruptcy. us, costs of résisting the petition, and of 
negotiating with creditors to avoid bankruptcy, have been 
disallowed. The obvious hardship of this rule, not only on the 
solicitor but on the debtor also, has induced the court to try in 
most cases to found an exception on the facts of each particular 
case. Soa solicitor has been held entitled to apply moneys of 
the debtor to meet the costs of accountants for which he had 
pledged his personal credit (Re Whitlock, 1 Manson 33), and the 
exception has also been extended to moneys paid under a 
written agreement under the Solicitors Act, 1870, to provide 
funds to defend the debtor on a charge of murder: Re Charl- 


, wood (1 Manson 42). It is true that a trustee hes power to pay 

| for rviceg rendered after notic : of baukruptcy (Re 

| Fostér, 43 W. R. 428), but such @ aly ig generally vory 
“6 


[ | sparingly exercised, and a change in the law can alone meet the 
«case. 














Iw a casz of Re Pollard, heard before Kexawicu, J., on the 


26th of February, that learned judge said he should like to take 
the opportunity of making some observations which he had; 
made before, but which not been reported. In cases where 
the plaintiff has to pay a large proportion of the costs of action 
it was usual, at any rate in the Ohancery Division, to give 
special directions to the taxing-master as to the costs which 
the plaintiff was to pay and as to those which he was not 
to pay; and the direction sometimes took the form of an 
order that the plaintiff do pay the costs ‘‘except so far 
as increased by, &c.” Though that might be logical, it 
gave rise to a great deal of trouble and expense. Such direc- 
tions seldom did complete justice between the parties. There 
was considerable difficulty in distributing the costs of action, and 
the result was seldom satisfactory. In some cases, however, it 
was possible to say that a party should pay a certain proportion 
of the costs. That might be a rough estimate, but it was just 
as likely to be right, and it saved considerable trouble and 
expense. His lordship oe that that course, where 
possible, would commend iteelf to his brother judges. There 
were, no doubt, cases, as in some witness actions, where it was 
not possible to fix the proportion, but in the case then before his 
lordship it was easy. Here the plaintiff ought to pay a sub- 
stantial proportion of the costs of action, but it would be unfair 
to make him pay the whole of them. The proportion which his 
lordship had decided upon might not be strictly accurate, but it 
seemed on the whole to be fair. The proportions in the present 
case would be that the plaintiff oak pay two-thirds and the 
defendant one-third. If we may say so, weare inclined to agree 
with bis lordship’s observations, which we think will commend 
themselves to the profession generally. There can be no doubt 
that in many cases rough justice, if speedy and inexpensive, is 
preferable to the more highly polished article when attended 
with delay and costs. 





Tue cass, tried at the Old Bailey last week, against Goupiz 
and his associates was a very remarkable one. It is startling 
to find that an ordinary bank clerk, at a salary of £150 a year, 
can obtain by fraud control of such a huge sum of money as 
£160,000. The fact that such a thing has been done is likely 
to shake the confidence of the public in the way in which banks 
conduct their business. The judge, however, who tried the case 
deliberately stated that, in his opinion, no care on the part of 
the defrauded bank could have prevented these frauds, and 
that the managers of the bank were not in the least to 
blame for the serious losses the bank has suffered. Now, 
we have no abler judge than Mr. Justice Bicuam, and none of 
greater experience in commercial matters. It would be pre- 
sumptuous, therefore, for anyone who knows no more of the 
case than he has learned from the newspapers, to dispute the 
correctness of this conclusion of the judge who spent several 
days in investigating the facts. It will, however, be surprising 
if the case does not cause bankers to carefully examine their 
business machinery with a view of devising some improvements 
which will make such an extraordinary fraud impossible 
in the future. The case has very little of purely legal 
interest. From the practitioner’s point of view, the most 
remarkable feature of the case was the large exercise by the 
judge of his powers of ordering restitution of the property un- 
lawfully obtained. Those orders affected money standing to 
the credit of the criminals in various banks, jewellery, furniture, 
and even real property. The power of ordering restitution 
depends mainly upon section 100 of the Larceny Act, 1861, 
which provides that where any person is convicted on indictment 
of any offence megtioned in the Act by “‘ stealing, taking, 
obtaining, extorting, embezzling, converting, or disposing of, or 
in knowingly receiving any chattel, money, valuable security, or 
other property whatsoever,” the property shall be restored to 
the owner, and the court may order the restitution thereof. 


Ir uas been held by the Oourt of Appeal in Jig. v. 
The Justices of the Central Criminal Court (18 Q, B. D, 314) that 


this power extends to the Droseeda of the property as well as to 
the property itself, and that if the pr are in the hands of 


an agent for the criminal, an order may be madé against such 
agit The operation of the alten bas bee much restricted 
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by section 24 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, which provides 
that “where goods have been obtained by fraud, cr other 
wrongful means not amounting in law to larceny, the property 
in such goods shall not revest in the person who was the owner 
of the goods by reason only of the conviction of the offender.” 
This alters the law as laid down in Bentley v. Vilmont 
(36 W. R. 481, 12 App. Cas. 471); and so, where the 
owner has been induced by fraud to actually part 
with the property in his goods, the conviction of the 
offender does not of itself revest the goods in the owner; that 
is, no order of restitution can be made against a bond fide 
purchaser of the goods. An order may, however, still be made 
against any person who has possession of the goods and who 
does not come under this description. It is further provided by 
the section of the Larceny Act above referred to, that, with regard 
to a valuable security or negotiable instrument, no order of 
restitution shall be made against a bond fide holder for value 
who took without notice of any criminal fact affecting the title 
of his transferor. In the recent case the proceeds of Goupiz’s 
enormous frauds which had not been actually spent, were to a 
very large extent traced to the hands of mere agents, or of persons 
not entitled to any protection ; and seldom have we had an instance 
of orders of restitution affecting such large sums of money as the 
defrauded bank has been so fortunate as to recover. As the 
law stands, a court has in general no power to make any order 
against the property of a convicted person which is not identified 
with the property the subject of the charge. It is submitted, 
however, that the law might well be altered in this respect, and 
that where a person is convicted of any offence against property, 
the court before which he is tried should have power to make 
an order against him for payment of compensation to the 
rosecutor, which order should have the force of a judgment 
or the amount named. 





Questions upon the taxation of a bill of costs in a criminal 
cause or matter do not often arise in this country. This 
may possibly be explained by the common practice of making a 
special agreement as to such charges, but there is no doubt that 


// & bill of charges for business done in a_ 


—TIn a recent Australian case (Re 
Blomeley, 26 Victorian Law Rep. 15) the facts were peculiar. 
An application was made by a solicitor to a judge of the 
Supreme Oourt for an order that the taxation of a bill of costs 
rendered by him to J. B. might be reviewed in respect of the 
disallowance by the taxing-officer of certain items in the bill. 
The bill of costs was rendered in respect of a charge of murder 
preferred against two relatives of J. B., and the item in the bill 
which was the subject of taxation was as follows: ‘‘ Numerous 
attendances in Ballarat and district as to jury panel for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether avy of the eighty-seven jurors 
had expressed any opinion adverse to accused, in order to enable 
accused to properly exercise their rights of challenge, and 
obtaining valuable information as to such opinions having 
been expressed by several of the jurors (engaged upwards 
of one week, including cab fares and other expenses) 
£15 158,” The taxing-officer had allowed only £5 50, in 
respect of this item, but there was a cross-aummons by the 
client objecting to any allowance in respect of the charge. Un 
the argument before Hopazs, J., the solicitor contended that 
no question arose as to the propriety of the charge; that as 
between party and party there might be considerations as to 
public policy, but the client having instructed the solicitor to do 
the work—which was certainly not illegal—should be compelled 
to bey for it; that in many cases such as this, where a strong 
feeling existed in the district whence the jury was drawn, it was 
essential that the accused should have the information which 
had been obtained in this case, so as to efficiently exercise the 
right of challenge, and especially the right of challenge for 
cause. The learned judge held that the charge ought to be 
entirely disallowed. Assuming that the work was authorized to 
be done by the client, it was work which the attorney ought 
not todo, An attorney could not, with propriety, endeavour to 
find out whether a jury had expressed any opinion adverse to 
the accused from what they had in the newspapers 


or from what they heard from their neighbours. If it was 


lawful to inquire whether a jury had expressed any opinion as 


to the guilt of the person charged, it was lawful to ascertain it 
from the best source—namely, the jury themselves. And if it 
was lawful to ask the juryman himself whether he had expressed 
any opinion on the subject, it would be lawful to ask him 
whether he had formed one, because an opinion which he had 
formed without expressing it was just as dangerous as one 
which he had formed and had expressed to his friends. The 
jury — not to be approached upon any such question, and 
if any charge by a solicitor for making these inquiries were 
tolerated it would interfere with the impartial administration 
of justice. Few persons will be disposed to object to this 
decision. Any B renee tending to affect the trial by improperly 
working upon the minds of jurors might, by the common law, 
subject the offender to fine and imprisonment, and come under 
the term ‘‘embracery.”” The court could not, therefore, allow 
one of its officers to recover remuneration for services which 
were opposed to the policy of the criminal law. 





A point raised this week in the Oourt of Appeal is a new 
one, not covered by any reported case, and it is therefore to be 
regretted that the court gave no formal judgment, but at the 
best only an “interlocutory” judgment. It arose on the appeal 
by a debtor from a receiving order made against him ones diauel 
act of bankruptcy for noncompliance with a bankruptcy notice 
in respect of a judgment debt which had been assigned to the 
petitioner. The judgment had been obtained on a covenant in 
a mortgage deed. At the time when the sono obtained his 
judgment, the mortgagor had commenced a redemption action. 

he mortgagee assigaed his judgment to the petitioner, but did 
not assign the mortgage security. The redemption action went 
on, and, at the time when the bankruptcy notice was served 
upon the debtor, the assignee was not in a position to 
hand over the mortgage security if the debtor had paid 
the debt. The court held that this was fatal to the 
validity of the bankruptcy notice, and that the debtor did 
not commit an act of beaten 37 noncompliance with it. 


The petitiin subsequently presen by the assignee stated 
. no security for his debt. On the 


Ltruly that the petitioner 


hearing, the debtor objected that in fact the assignee was 
entitled in equity to an assignment of the mortgage, and there- 
fore was a secured creditor, and ought to have so stated. The 
registrar, thereupon, gave the petitioner leave to amend, which 
he did by taking an assignment of the m and then 
offering to surrender it for the benefit of thecreditors. But this 
after thought did not avail him. The Sep deem action brought 
by the debtor was still effective, and as Cozens-Harpy, LJ., 
pointed out, an injunction might have been obtained restraining 
the mortgagee from parting with his security during its pendency. 
Moreover, the fatal flaw lay in the fact that the alleged act of 
bankruptey was held to have gone, and therefore no subsequent 
transaction could make that an act of bankruptcy which was not so 
at the date when it was alleged to have been committed. The point 
is an interesting one, and it is a little difficult to see how, on 
principle and the words of the Bankruptcy Acts, the court 
arrived at its decision, and, therefore, it is the more to be 
regretted that no formal judgment was delivered. For at the 
time when the assignee issued his bankruptcy notice, he was a 
‘‘person for the time beng te to enforce a final judgment” 
within section 1 of the —— Act, 1890, and had 

leave to issue execution thereon. If he was entitled in equity 
to an assignment of the mo e, his failure to state that he 








was a secured creditor could only affect the tion, not the 
bankruptey notice, and that defect was by amendment. 
The bankruptcy notice was valid, and the debtor failed to com 
with it. It may be that the court, in the exercise of its 
cretion, should have declined to make a receiving order under 
all the circumstances; but how it can be said that no act of 


bankruptcy was committed, it is somewhat difficult to under- 
stand. 





In cases where a vendor of land is unable to carry out his 
contract in consequence of defects of title he is protected from 
the usual consequences of a breach of contract by the doctrine 
of Bain v. Fothergill (23 W. R, 261, L. R. 7 H. L. 158), and 





though he is liable to refund the deposit and pay the purchaser's 
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costs, yet he cannot be saddled with damages for the purchaser’s 
loss of the bargain. The recent decision of Byrnz, J., in Jones 
v. Gardiner (50 W. R. 265; 1902, 1 Ch. 191) shews, however, 
that the vendor cannot rely upon this principle to save him 
from liability for any loss which the purchaser has suffered 
owing to the vendor’s unjustifiable delay in completing the 
contract. So long as the delay is due to difficulties in 
making out the title, then the case falls within Bain v. 
Fothergill, and the purchaser has no redress. But when the 
vendor causes further delay by neglecting to take the necessary 
steps for carrying the contract into effect, he brings himself 
within a different class of cases, of which Hinge! v. Fitch (L.- R. 
3 Q. B. 314) and Jaques v. Miller (25 W. R. 846, 6 Ch. D. 153) 
are examples, and is liable for the consequent delay to the 
purchaser. In Engel y. Fitch the contract went off, not because 
the vendors could not make a title, but because they would not 
incur the necessary expense, and they were held liable for the 
resulting damage. The case was prior to Bain v. Fothergill, but 
it does not appear to have been at all interfered with by that 
decision, and this is recognized in the judgment of Lord 
Hatuertzy, who said in reference to it: ‘‘ Whenever it isa 
matter of conveyance and not of title, it is the duty of the vendor 
to do everything that he is enabled to do by force of his own 
interest, and also by the force of the interest of others whom he 
can compel to concur in the conveyance.” In Jaques v. Miller a 
lessor caused delay by his wilful refusal to carry into effect an 
agreement for granting a lease, and he was held liable for the 
resulting loss tothe purchaser. The principle of these decisions 
was applied by Byryz, J., in Jones v. Gardiner (supra), An 
agreement for sale of land and buildings was entered into in 
September, 1900, and was not completed till the following April. 
Part of the delay was due to difficulties of title, but the learned 
judge held that some three months might have been saved had 
the vendor been duly careful to fulfil his contract. The vendor 
was liable therefore for the loss to the purchaser. 


In THE casE of Re Baron Kensington (1902, 1 Ch. 203) Farnwett, 
J., delivered an interesting judgment as to the effect of Locke- 
King’s Acts—now more correctly described as the Real Estate 
Charges Acts—in the case of an aggregate devise of different 
wstates, some of which are incumbered beyond their value, 
while others are free. If the devise of each estate is to be taken 
separately, then so far as any particular estate is unable to bear 
the incumbrances upon it, the deficiency will be thrown on the 
personal estate. If, however, the devise is taken collectively, 
then the devisee is subject to the rule that if he accepts the 
devise he must take the onerous property with the beneficial, 


' and hence the deficiency in any part of the devised estates is 
| thrown upon the rest. 


Whether the deyi f different estates 
separate devises or as one aggregate gilt is a 
, question of construction t words 0 @ will. 


© Amongst other cases, the point was considere 








urt of 
Appeal in Le Hotchkys (34 W. R. 569, 32 Ch. D. 408), and by 
Nortn, J., in Frewen v. Law Life Assurance Society (44 W. R. 


recently bought, and on which a deposit of £4,000 had been 
paid, was subject to a vendor's lien for £56,000, the balance of 
the purchase-money, and a leasehold house was subject to a 
mortgage for £10,000. Neither of these properties was sufficient 
to meet the charge upon it, and hence the deficit was thrown on 
the remainder of the devised estates, and not on the personalty, 


Tre case of Davies v. Burnett (reported elsewhere), decided 
on the 25th inst. by a Divisional Court (Lord Atverstong, O.J., 
and Dariine and CuAnneEtt, JJ.), is of some interest in view of 
the pending legislation as to the registration of clubs at which 
intoxicating liquoris sold. Where a club is a bond fide institu- 
tion, with settled rules as to membership, payment of subscrip- 
tions and the like, a sale of liquor to a member for consumption 
off the premises is not a breach of the Licensing Act, 1872, 
which (section 3) prohibits the sale of intoxicating liquor 
| except by a person duly licensed at a place at which his licence 
| authorizes him to sell (Graf v. Evans, 30 W. R. 380). It, 


| however, the club Fa meee a rg 
‘under the-section (Zrans v. Hemingway, 52 J. P. 134), and the 
same is the case where the sale isto i qemiber 
of the club: . Woo . P. 742). Ina Woodley v. Sim- 
monds (60 J. P. 151) beer was supplied to the wife of a member 
of the club, who had sent her there for the purpose of obtaining 
the liquor, and the conviction of the steward who sold it was 
upheld, on the ground that the justices had found that the club 
was not a ond fide one. In Davies v. Burnett the facts were 
practically the same as in Woodley v. Simmonds, but for the 
important distinction that in Davies v. Burnett the justices found 
that the club Pig : they also found that the wife was 
acting as ag or her husband. Under these circumstances 








viction, holding that the sale was to the member acting through 
his lawfully authorized agent. No other decision seems to have 
been possible upon the facts stated, but justices will do well to 
bear in mind the dictum of CuannEt, J., that evidence shewing 
that members of a club might purchase liquor to be consumed, 
off the premises would go far to convince him that th 
institution was not a bond fide club. 





In orDINARY cases where compensation payable for land taken 
under statutory powers is paid into court, the costs of proceed- 
ings for obtaining payment out are, by virtue of section 80 of 
the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, borne by the promoters. The 
section, however, expressly excepts cases where the money has 
been paid in ‘“‘ by reason of the wilful refusal of any party 
entitled thereto to receive the same, or to convey or release the 
lands in respect whereof of the same shall be payable, or by 
reason of the wilful neglect of any party to make outa 
‘title to the land required.” Prima facie it looks as though in 
‘the excepted cases the promoters were intended to be saved the 
costs consequent upon the payment of the money into court, and 
this view was put forward on behalf of the London Oounty 





682; 1896, 2 Ch. 511). Im the former case Corton, L.J., 
pointed out that the question of the gifts being aggregate or 


separate did not at all depend upon their being given in the | 


rame or in separate sentences, If the gifts were, in fact, 
separate, then the devisee might accept one and reject the | 
other ; if they formed a single aggregate gift, then he must 
accept or reject the whole. In that case two different pro- 
perties were included under the general terms of one gift, and 
there was no difficulty in holding that the gift was aggregate. 
Similarly in Freweny. Law Life Assurance Society all the testator’s 
estates in England were made the subject of a single gift, 
and the devisee was not at liberty to disclaim part as 
onerous and accept the rest. In the present case of Ite Baron 
Kensington the frame of the will was similar except that the 
testator first devised “his freehold hereditaments in Wales and 
all other bis real estate” to certain uses and then separately 
bequeathed his Jeasehold hereditaments to trustees upon trusts to 
correspond with the uses of the freeholds. This division of the 
gifts, however, was, as Farwet, J., pointed out, simply a 
convenient conveyancing device for carrying out the aggregate 


Council in the recent case of Ie Schmarr (50 W. R. 245). There 
the sum of £1,000 which had been assessed as compensation for 
houses was paid by the council into court on the ground of the 
wilful neglect of the owner, Scumarr, to make out his title. 
There were incumbrances on the interest of Scumarr in the 
property, and also on the compensation money, and one of the 
incumbrancers presented a petition for payment out. At the 
date of the Lands Clauses Act he would doubtless not have 
been entitled to costs, since it was formerly the rule that 
in proceedings under statutes no costs could be allowed 
except such as were authorized by the statute, and a case 
such as the present was, as we have seen, expressly excepted 
from section 80. Nor, as it was held in Re Mills’ Estate 
(35 W. R. 65, 34 Ch. D. 24), was the matter altered by R.8. ©. 
ord. 65, r. 1, since that rule conferred no new jurisdiction to 
award costs, but only regulated the previous jurisdiction of the 
court in this respect. But this defect in jurisdiction was cured 
by section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, which expressly placed 
the costs of all proceedings in the supreme court in the discretion 
of the court or the judge, subject only to the Judicature Acts 





gift. At the testator’s death one estate in Wales which he had 


and the rules thereunder and to the express provisions of any 


the Divisional Court, with some reluctance, quashed the con- m 
a 
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statute. The effect of this enactment has been to supersede Fe 
Mills’ Estate, and to confer a discretionary power to give costs in 
all cases not otherwise provided for: Re Fisher (42 W. R. 241; 
1894, 1 Ch. 450). The conclusion is irresistible that such power 
exists in the cases excepted from section 80 of the Lands Clauses 
Act, notwithstanding that the intention in excepting them 
may very possibly have been to nogative the right to 
costs. Any such intention has now been overruled by 
the Act of 1890. Hence in Re Schmarr, where Byrzyz, J., had 
directed the county council to pay the costs of the petitionin 
incumbrancer and also of the other incumbrancers, who had 
been made ee the Court of Appeal held that he had 
exercised his discretion under the statute, and that there was 
no jurisdiction to interfere, even had there been ground for 
doing so. In fact, however, since the incumbrancers had not 
caused the payment into court, the Court of Appeal seem to have 
considered that they were rightly allowed their costs. 








THE LIABILITY OF A STOCKBROKER ACTING 
UNDER A FORGED POWER OF ATTORNEY, 


Tae Court of Appeal (Vavenan Wituiams, Srreiine, and 
Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) have affirmed without hesitation the 
important decision given by Kexewicn, J., a year ago in Oliver 
v. Bank of England (49 W. R. 391; 1901, 1 Ch. 652), in favour of 
the Bank of England as against a stockbroker who innocently 
procures @ transfer of stock by means of a forged power of 
attorney. In December, 1897, a sum of £2,633 Consols was 
standing in the names of the plaintiff Mr. Epcar Oxrver and 
his brother F. W. Oriver as trustees. In that month F. W. 
Ox1vER instructed Messrs. Starxey, Leveson, & Cooxz, a firm 
of stockbrokers, to sell the stock. This was done, and in the 
usual course application was made by the stockbrokers to the 
bank for a form of power of attorney to effect a transfer. In 
the application the address given for Mr. Epcar OLtver was 
really the private address of F. W. Oxrver, and for F. W. Oxrver 
that gentleman’s business address was given. Thus F. W. Oxrver 
was enabled to intercept the customary notice sent by the bank 
to the plaintiff of the proposed transfer. The power of attorney 
was made out in favour of Messrs. Srarxey and Leveson, two 
of the members of the firm, and when returned to the bank it 
ig ete to be executed by both the plaintiff and F. W. Oxiver. 

n fact the plaintiff was ignorant that the stock was being sold, 
and his signature to the power of attorney had been forged. 
The stockbrokers were of course equally unaware that any fraud 
was being committed, and Mr. Srarxey attended at the bank, 
and, under the power of attorney, signed the books in respect of 
the transfer. The transfer was thereupon carried into effect by 
the bank. F’. W. Orver died in 1899, and his brother, discovering 
that the stock had been transferred out of his name, brought an 
action against the bank to compel itsreplacement. In this action 
he obtained judgment, and the bank in turn claimed indemnity 
from Messrs. Starkey, Leveson, & Oooxz. Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu held that they were entitled to indemnity against 
Mr. Starkey, who actually acted under the power of attorney, 
but not against his partners. 

Both before Kexewicu, J., and in the Court of Appeal the 
main question has been whether the case fell within the 
oe of Collen v. Wright (6 W. R. 123, 8 E, & B. 647). 

he actual point decided in that case was that a person who 
enters into a contract expressly as agent for a named principal 
impliedly warrants his authority, and if it turns out that he 
has no authority, then he is liable on the implied warranty 
Prior to this case it had been sought to make an agen 
under such circumstances liable either for misrepresen 
tation or as being himself virtually the principal under 
the contract. But where the agent acts in good faith 
liability ‘for misrepresentation of authority does not arise—in 
other words he is not exposed to an action of deceit—and the 
doctrine that an agent contracting without authority might be 
made liable as principal was overruled in Jones v. Hutchinson (13 
Q. B. 744). This was pointed out by Cocxsuxn, O.J., in his 
dissentient Judgment in Collen v. Wright, and that eminent 
judge declined to admit that the court could supply the gap in 
the case against the agent by introducing the new doctrine of 


implied warranty of authority. ‘To my mind,” he said, “it 
by no means follows that, because that which was believed 
to be the remedy in law turns out upon further consider- 
ation not to be so, we are therefore justified in resorting 
to the fiction of an implied contract hitherto unknown 
to our law.” And subsequently he continued: “I doubt, 
whether there is any sufficient ground why erroneous representa- 
tion, in the absence of falsehood or fraud, should create a greater 
responsibility in the case of a contract than in the case of any 
other transaction, especially as the other contracting party might 
always protect himself by insisting on communicating with the 
alleged principal, or by requiring a warranty of authority from 
the agent. 

But this reasoning did not rete with the other members of 
the Court of Exchequer Chamber, and Pottocr, 0.B., Vavenan 
Wits, J., Bramwett, B., Warson, B., and Onanvett, 
B., all concurred in the judgment delivered by Witxzs, 
J., which has been treated as establishing conclusively 
the doctrine of implied warranty of authority. ‘If one 
of the two,” he said, “in such cases is to suffer it ought 
not to be the person who is guilty of no error, but 
he who by an untrue assertion, believed and acted upon as 
he intended it should be, and touching a subject within his 
peculiar knowledge, and as to which he gave the other party no 
opportunity of judging for himself, has brought about the 
damage. The obligation arising im such a case is well expressed 
by saying that the person professing to contract as agent for 
another impliedly undertakes with the person who enters into 
such a contract upon the faith of his being duly authorized, 
that the authority he professes to have does in point of fact 
exist.” 

In considering the application of this principle to the present 
case two points call for notico: first, does the principle extend 
beyond the case of an alleged agent entering into a contract? 
and secondly, what is the effect of the qualification that the agent 
must have given the other party no opportunity of judging for 
bimself as to his authority? The first question is answered by the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Firbank’s Executors v. Humphreys 
(35 W. R. 92, 18 Q. B. B 54). There a contractor for railway 
works was, under his original agreement with the railway 
company, to be paid in cash. The cash not being available, he 
agreed to accept debenture stock instead, but at the time when 
this was issued to him, the borrowing powers of the company 
had been exhausted. The executors of the contractor sued the 
directors on an implied warranty by them that they had 
authority to issue it, and the Court of Appeal held that the case 
fell within the principle in Collen v. Wright, a principle which 
was not confined to the case of one arn inducing another to 
enter intoa contract. “The rule to be deduced,” said Lord Esusr, 
M.R., “is that where a person, by asserting that he has the authority 
of the principal, induces another person to enter into any trans- 
action which he would not have entered into but for that assertion, 
and the assertion turns out to be untrue, to the injury of the 
person to whom it is made, it must be taken that the person 
making it undertook that it was true, and he is liable personally 
for the damage that has occurred.” In that case the contractor 
gave up his rights under his agreement and accepted debenture 
stock instead of cash on the representation of the directors that 
they had power to issue the stock. In the present case the bank 
transferred the Consols on the representation of the stockbroker 
that he was authorized to sign the books as attorney for the 
holders. In the one case the contractor, in the other case the 
bank, altered their position at the request of an apparent agent 
upon the representation that the agent had authority. If the 
principle of Collen v. Wright was extended to cover the trans- 
action in question in Firbank’s Exvecutors v. Humphreys, it is not 
easy to see how it could be withheld from that in question in 
Oliver v. Bank of England, f 

But there remains the question of the effect of the words in 
the judgment of Wruxgs, J., to which we have called attention. 
Can it be said in the present case that the stockbroker gave the 
bank no opportunity of judging for themselves as to the 
existence of his authority, or is the fact of such an opportunity 
being given really irrelevant to the application of the principle 
of Collen y. Wright? Upon this point the judgments in the 
Court of Appeal, so far as at present reported, are not, perhaps, 
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very explicit. Olearly the case is not that of an agent who 
simply alleges that he has authority and whose word is 
accepted. The bank require far more than this, and the 
stockbroker is only accepted as representing his principal 
when his power of attorney has been produced. It is a 
plausible argument that by producing it he gives the bank an 
opportunity of judging for themselves within the meaning of 
the passage quoted above from the judgment of Witzks, J. 
The evidence in the present case does not seem to have shewn 
what measures the bank in fact take to verify the signatures 
to a power of attorney, but it is understood that some 
measures are taken, and it may be assumed that the bank 
would decline to act on the power of attorney if it was in any 
way suspicious. It would seem, however, that the qualification 
incorporated in the judgment of Wituxzs, J., has been practi- 
cally dropped as being not really essential to the — 
which he enunciated. True, the stockbroker tendered his 
power of attorney, and allowed the bank to subject it to any 
test which they thought proper, but none the less it was 
| the stockbroker who claimed to act under the power, and 
| the bank were apparently entitled to look to him to make good 
| his authority, notwithstanding any precautions they might have 
taken to make sure that his authority existed. It will probably 
be found that the present case has carried the principle of Collen 
v. Wright a step further, and that an agent does not escape the 
consequences of his implied warranty by offering to the other 
party the opportunity of examining into the genuineness of his 
authority. As a matter of prudence the other party may avail 
himeelf of this opportunity, at any rate to the extent of assuring 
himself that the authority apparently exists. But, noue the less, 
he is entitled to rely on the agent’s representation of authority, 
and if the authority does not in fact exist, the agent is liable on 
his implied warranty. 


REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF THE DRAMA AND MUSIC, 

DraMatic AND Musica LAw: BEING A DIGEST oF THE LAW 
RELATING TO THEATRES AND Music HALLS, AND CONTAINING 
CHAPTERS ON THEATRICAL ConTRAcTs, THEATRICAL, MusIC AND 
DancInG, AND ExcisE Licences, DRAMATIC AND MUSICAL 
CoPpyRIGHT, &C., WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE ACTS OF 
PARLIAMENT RELATING THERETO AND THE REGULATIONS OF THE 
Lonpon County CouNncIL AND THE LoRD CHAMBERLAIN. By 
ALBERT STRONG, LL.B. (Lond,), Solicitor. SzEconpD EDIrion 
“The Era” Publishing Office. 


THE Law or CoryrRiGHT vor Acrork AND ComPosER. By ALBERT 
A. Srronc, LL.B. (Lond ), Solicitor. ‘The Era” Publishing 
Office. 


Tn these books the author makes an attempt to explain to members 
of the theatrical and musical p:ofeesions the mysteries of the Jaw affect- 
ing their callings. The law rolating to things theatrical, he says 
in the preface to Dramatic and Musical Law, is interesting, and many 
a ‘‘six-and-eight” would be saved if it were better understood. 
Opinions may differ whether law books for the non-legal reader really 
do much in the way of saving legal expense, but there is much in 
the law relating to public performances and to dramatic and musical 
copyright which can be usefully explained to the persons actually 
concerned, and Mr. Strong does this in an interesting and effective 
manner. An important feature is the extensive quotations he makes 
from judgments, of which there have been a considerable number in 
recent years—that of the Qc: urt of Appeal, for instance, in /’uller v. 
Blackpool Winter Gardens (1895, 2 Q. B. 429)—the Daisy Bell case. 
Moreover, ‘' Dramatic and Musical Law” embodies the details of 
numerous cases of interest to thestrical managers and actors which 
are not available in the ordinary reports. Mr. Strong’s style is 
uniecbnical, and bis books seem to be well adapted to their purpose. 





INTERPRETATION OF DEEDS, 

An EriroMe o¥ RULES FOR INTERPRETATION OF DEEDS, FOR THE 
Use or Srupents. By W. H. Hastines Keke, M.A., Barrieter- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limiced). 

This work professes to be an epitome of Elphinstone, Norton, 
and Clark’s Rules for the Interpretation of Deeds, and to be 
intended solely for students, The subject is hardly one which readily 
lends iteelf to the art of the epitomist, nor, we should have thought, 
is it one which it is necessary to bring separately before the student, 


} 


| for the certificates. On hearing 








We doubt, therefore, the utility of the work, and although it appears 
to be clearly written, having regard to the space occupied, we imagine 
it could only be profitably used by readers who have got beyond the 
student stage, and they would naturally turn to the larger work. It 
would have been better had the rules been set out separately from the 
text as in the origival ; it does not tend to clearness to incorporate 
them, ss Mr. Kelke has done, in the text. So far as accuracy goes, 
the book seems to have been carefully prepared. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Principles of the Law of Evidence; with Elementary Rules 
for Conducting the Examination and Cross-examination of Witnesses, 
By W. M. Bzst, A.M., LL.B. Ninth Edition; with a Collection 
of Leading Propositions. By J. M. LEty, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

A Handbook on Investments in Houses ard Lands; with Chapters 
on Leases, Mortgages, and Buildiog Societies. By R. Denny URLIN, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Effingham Wilson. 

A Handy Book on the Investment of Trust Funds Under the New 
Law; with the Material Sections of the Trustee Act, 1893. By 
R. DENNY URLIN, Barrister-at-Law. Third and Revised Edition. 
Effingham Wilson. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE OLDEST ADMITTED SOLICITOR, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Referring to the paragraph in your issue of the Ist of 
Februsry, and to Mr. F, K. Muntcn’s letter in your issue of the 15th of 
February, in which he states that he believes Mr. Algernon Field, of 
Leamington, to hold the first (or very nearly the first) place as the 
‘* Father’’ of the solicitor branch, we perceive, on reference to the 
Law List, that Mr. R. J. Emmerson, of Sandwich, was admitted in 
1833, the year previous to Mr. Field, and as we understand that he 
renewed his certificate last November, Mr. Emmerson appears ‘to be 
entitled to rank as the ‘‘ Father” of our profession. P., C., & M. 

14, Sherborne-lane, Kiog William-street, E.C., Feb. 20. 





THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The enclosed copy correspondence will, we think, be read 
with interest as a sequel to the correspondence we had with the 
registrar in November last, which appeared at the time in your 
columns. LzgGGcatt, RubBINSTEIN, & Co. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Feb. 25. 

The following is the correspondence referred to : 

[Cory.] 
Land Registry, 3 and 4, Clement’s-inn, London, W.O., 
10th February, 1902. 
Title No. 52,039—8, Glenwood-road, Lewisham. 
51,155—1 to 8, Dallas-road. 

Dear Sirs,—The receipts for certificates and deeds, &c., in the above 
titles have not been returned to this department. The registrar will be 
much obliged if you will kindly comply with our request to do so at your 
early convenience.—I am, your obedient servant, vr 

. J. Hows. 


ee (Signed) 
Mesera. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co , 
5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 


[Cory.] 
13th February, 1902. 
Title No. 52,039. 
Do. 51,155. 
fir,—We have received your letter of the 10th inst. asking us to return 
the receipts for certificates, &c., in these matters. . 


You will remember that we recently had some correspondence with you 
with reference to a practice we had adopted of stamping the receipts with a 
memorandum to the effect that we did not take any responsibility for the 
accuracy of the certificates—a position, however, you would not admit we 
were entitled to take. To avoid further controversy on the point we 
decided our safest plan was to refrain in future from returning the receipts. 

We believe you have since this correspondence intimated to certain 
solicitors that in returning the receipts they did not incur any responsibility 
from you that you are willing that we 
should stand in the same position, we shall be pleased to send you the 
receipts ia these and other cases. 

The fact that we had to write to you on the 5th inst. that in connection 
with Title No. 48,693 your certificate was wrongly dated justifies us, we 
submit, in taking every precaution posible. Had we not fortunately 
noticed the mistake, the documents might have been put aside and the 
error —_ in consequence not have Been discovered for years. It is 
impossible to eay in such a case what questions might then have arisen 
oulders the reeponsibility might have been placed. It is, 
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however, obvious that if a dispute should arise between your office and a 
solicitor on a point of negligence the soliciter must, from the nature of 
the circumstance, be at a terrible disadvantage, as whatever the merits of 
the case may be bis re putation and pocket are almost certain to suffer.— 
Yours truly, (Signed) Lecoatr, Runmstem, & Co. 

The Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

[Cory.] 
Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
20th Febrnary, 1902. 

Gentlemen,—If ycu object to our forms, perhaps you will be good 
enough to send an acknowledgment in your own form of the receipt of 
the documents sent you by post, which you have not as yet done. 

With regard to the letter accompanying our receipt, I have nothing to 
add to our former correspondence except that the words which appear to 
give you anxiety are inserted ——- for courtesy, and that any explana- 
tions given to other firms may be relied on by you, and by plies. Aes else, 
as authoritative.— Yours faithfully, (Signed) 

Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co 


CO. F. Brickpare. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


LONDON AND INDIA DOCKS CO. v. MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. AND 
GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO. No.1. 13th and 14th Feb. 


Rai.ways—Docxs—S1pines on Docxs—S1pincs Mapr unpger Srarutory 
Powrss—Bicut or Docks Commirrer to ArrLy ror TurRovcn Ratrss— 
ReGuLation or Rattways Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 48), s. 3 =Rati- 
way AND Oanat Trarric Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 25), 5 25. 


This was an appeal by the defendant companies from the judgment of 
the Railway and Canal Commission (Wright, J., and Viscount Cobham, 
Sir Frederick Peel dissenting) allowing an application under section 25 of 
the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, by the Docks Co., against the 
defendants for through rates, and the question raised was whether the 
Docks Co. were a “railway company’”’ within the meaning of the 
Railway and Canal Traffic Acts so far as related to the 
lines owned by them in the Victoria and Albert Docks. Under 
the Acts under which the docks had been constructed the applicants 
had constructed lines of railway joining the rails of the Great Eastern 
Railway Co, and extending for about three miles on either side of the 
docks to the various warehoures and quays of the docks, and in particular 


they had constructed a group of sidings known as the Exc Sidings. 
These sidings formed part of the dock undertaking, the possession and 
control of which were vested in the docks committee. The defendant 


railway companies provided no accommodation for the interchange of 
dock traffic on their own property, but accepted and delivered such traffic 
at the said sidings. The dock company conveyed at their own expense 
traffic to the sidings by means of lines of railway laid between the various 
quays and the sidings, and they there handed over the traflic to 
the defendants, and placed the trucks containing it in train order 
on lines appropriated for the time to the traffic of the defendants. 
The total length of the lines of railway constructed upon the docks for the 
purpose of bringing railway traffic to and from the Great Eastern Railway 
was about forty-five miles. The applicants alleged that they were a rail- 
way company within the meaning of the Regulation of Railways Act, 
1873, and were entitled under that Act, as amended by the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1888, to apply to the Court of the Kailway and Canal 
Commission under section 25 of the latter Act for an order for through 
rates for traffic ing over their lines of railway in the Victoria 
and Albert Docks to certain stations on the Midland Railway, 
the route pro being to the Exchange Sidings, thence by 
Eastern Railway to Tottenham, and from there by the ‘I'ottenbam and 
Hampstead Junction Railway on to the Midland Railway. Section 25 of 
the Act empowers a railway company having or working a continuous 
line of railway to apply for through rates. By section 55, unless the 
context otherwiee requires, in that Act terms defined by the Regulation 
of Railways Act, 1873, have the meanings thereby assigned to them. By 
section 3 of this latter Act the term ‘‘railway company” includes any 
reson being the owner or lessee of or working any railway in the United 
ingdom constructed or carried on under the powers of any Act of 
Parliament; and the term “railway” includes every ttation, siding, 
wharf, or dock, of cr belonging to such railway, and used for the purposes 
of public traflic. 

Tue Covrr (Cottins, M.R., and Maruew, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Coi.ins, M RB., in giving judgment, said that in his opinion it seemed 
that, both in law and in common eense, the ** railway compavy’’ muet be 
a railway company owning a line forming part of a continuous route. 
The appligants were a dock company who came into existence for con- 
structing and working a dock, and as incident to that they had power to 
lay down lines or tramways in the dock and to bring into existence all the 
appliances ordinaily used for working a dock. If the Legislature had 
intended to make the dock nee a railway company, one would expect 
to find the provisions of the way Olauses Acts incor in the 
special Acts creating the dock company. They were not to be found there. 
By tection 3 of the Regulation of Hailways Act, 1873, a railway company 
was defined as including a pereon owning or working a reilway constructed 
or carried on under the powers of an Act; and a siding was not itself a 


of public traffic. There must be a rai!way before a siding could be made 
oak of they salwar The dock was re a station and the lines which 
were used for the purpose of moving were not a ‘‘railway”’ within 
the meaning of the Act and were not part of a through route. 


Maruew, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. Appeal 
allowed.—Oounset, Cripps, K.C., Asquith, K.0., and Moon; Balfour 
Browne, K.O., Freeman, K.C., and Waghorn. Soxrcrrors, Beale “§ Co. ; a 
E. Moore ; Turner, Son, ¢ Foley. 

‘Reported by E. G. SrittweE xt, Eeq , Barrister-at-Law. | 


KELLY’S DIRECTORIES (LIM) » GAVIN AND LLOYD'S. + 
No. 2. 22nd Feb. 


Coryricut—Inratncement—Paintinc Dons ny Orners—Causzt to BE 
Prinrep—Coryricut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45), s. 15. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported 49 W. R. 313 ; 
1901, 1 Ch. 374). ———- are the proprietors and publishers of the 
Post Office London Directory and other trade and county directorics, 
including a directory known as Kelly’s Directory of the Merchants, 
Manufacturers, and woo the United Kingdom and Guide to the 
Export and Import and Manufacturing Industries of the 
World, which contains a of the names of the merchante, 
manufacturers, and Bens wey in the various towns in Great Britain and 
Ireland and in the and abroad. The names for insertion in this 
directory are obtained by independent inquiries made through canvassers 
and agents specially employed by the plaintiffs for that —. A new 
edition of the Directory of Merchants, Manufacturers, Shi; is 
brought out each year, the edition for 1899 having been _ ed in 
March. The defendant Gavin had b hane my a book en Lloyd’s 
Diary for Merchants, Shippers, and Foreign Buyers for the year 1900. 
The defendants’ book contained a list of voll and foreign importers 
and also of export commission merchants; and the plaintiffs alleged that 
this list had been compiled by copying and pirat the names and other 
psrticulars therein contained from the tiffs’ Tasecteny of Merchants, 
Manufacturers, and ees and the plaintiffs brought the action 
against Gavin and Lloyd's, claiming an eo to restrain any 
further printing, publishing, or sale of the ta’ book, an account 
of profits made by the defendants, oa and delivery up to them of 
all unsold copies of the pm lication. It appeared from the 
evidence that, though the defendant Gavin had entered into an arrange- 
ment with Lioyd’s that they should print this diary for him, for a con- 
sideration in money, and though the words “‘ printed at Lloyd's, Royal 
Exchange, London,”’ on the title-page, the whole book was not, 
in fact, printed by Lloyd’s, but that pection of it which contained the 
alleged pirated lists of shippers had been printed by Messrs. Straker, on 
Gavin’s orders, with a view to save time in publishing the book, and 
Meisrs. Straker bad been paid for this work by Gavin. It was admitted 
at the trial that Lloyd’s were not aware of the fact that these lists 
of merchants were — and that they had never sold any copies 
of the infringing diary and had no intention of doing 50, 
it was known to be a piracy, and the only question as against them 
was whether, in the circamstances of their arrangement with Gavin, 
they had “‘caused”’ the diary to “ be ae within the meaning of 
section 15 of the Copyright Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c, 45), so as to be liable 
to the plaintiffs for the costs of the action, the only relief as against them 
which was in the result claimed by the plaintiffs. The defendant Gavin 
did not appear at the trial, and the evidence satisfied the court that there 
had been a clear case of copying on his and that as against him the 
plaintiffs bad established their case. me, J., held upon the e 
that Lloyd’s had not “caused”’ the pirated matter to be printed, 
therefore he refused to give the plaintiffs costs as against them, B 
because Lloyd’s bad permitted the statement “‘ Printed at Lioyd’s”’ to 
appear on the title-page, the learned i declined to allow any 
costs as against the plaintiffs. The appealed. 

Tue Covrr (VavcHan Wiss, Srrmure, and Cozens-Haxpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. wie Sai’ 

Vavenan Wiiurams, L.J.—I think Byrme, J., was t in 
coming to the conclusion upon the evidence in this case thet the Jefondants 
Lloyd’s neither printed nor caused to be printed the portions of this book 
which are pirated. It was hardly contended that Strakers, the ectual 
printers, could be described as agents of Lloyd’s, and the Seog there- 
fore, had to fall back on the words im the Act—‘“ cause to prin 
becauee Lloyd’s could only have been said to have printed them if Strakers 
were their agents. But it is admitted that the order 8 
by Gavin, and Gavin is the person whom Strakers bave to sue if they wish to 
be paid, and it seems to me that there was no such connection between 
Llo: Seend Gorin is sentelee this printing as would make Lloyd’s rs 
or joint adventurers with Gavin. ‘The t, therefore, has to rely on 
the words ‘' caused to be printed,” but when asked in what sense Lloyd 5 
caused theee to be printed, all he could say was that Lloyd's were 
under a contract to print these very pages, but they were so busy that 
they were willing to ~~ printing , and Gavin was willing that they 
should forego printing them. But that only comes to Llo d's permitting 
Gavin to get the printing done himself, and I do not think ifa men 
who has a right to print some work stands aside and lets someone el.e do 
the printing such a man can be eaid to caure the work to be ted. In 
my judgment it is plain that there is no evidence that Lioyd’s either 
printed or caused to be this book. t 

Srinuinc and Cozens-Haxpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnser, Lovett, K.O., 
and B. Ford; Scrutton, K.O., and Mackinnon, Soxrscrrons, Scott, Spalding, ¢ 
Bell ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton, 
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“railway ’’ unless it belonged to a railway and was used for the purpose 


[Reported by J. 1. Srimzixu, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
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OLIVER +. THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF THE BANK OF 
, ENGLAND. STARKEY, LEVESON, & COOKE (Third Parties). No. 2. 
‘ 20th and 21st Feb. 
ParnciraL AND Acent—Power or AtrorNey—Forcep SicNature—Srock- 
BROKER—TRANSFER OF Stock —ImpLtiep AvTHoRITY —LIABILITY. 

This was an appeal by W. J. Starkey from a decision of Kekewich, J. 
(reported 49 W. R 391; 1901, 1 Ch. 652). The facts were as follows: On 
the 23rd of December, 1897, the appellant, who was a member of the firm 
of Starkey, Leveson, & Cooke, stockbrokers, executed a transfer in the 
books of the Bank of England of a sum of £2,633 12s. 6d. Consols, 
standing in the names of F. W. Oliver and E. Oliver, and on the 8th of 
March, 1898, he executed a transfer in the books of £147 5s. 4d. bank stock 
standing in the same names. In both cases he acted under powers of 
attorney in favour of himself and another member of the firm, purporting 
to be executed by the two Olivers, but in fact executed only by F. W. Oliver, 
E. Oliver’s signatures having been a The appellants’ firm applied to 
the bank for the forms of powers on the instructions of F. W. Oliver, and 
the appellant honestly believed that he had the authority of E. Oliver also. 
E. Oliver, on discovering the forgery, brought an action against the bank 
for an order to transfer into his name like sums of Oonsols and bank stock 
and to pay him the interim dividends, and obtained judgment, and the 
bank then claimed indemnity against all liability in respect of the transfers 
and against the costs, from the appellant and his firm (to whom a third 
party notice had been issued), on the ground that the bank were induced to | 
allow the transfers by the representation made and warranty given by the | 
firm in their applications for the powers of attorney and in the powers. 
Kekewich, J., made no order against the other members of the firm, but 
ordered the appellant to pay to the bank all that the bank were liable to 
pay to the plaintiff in the original action, including costs, and the costs of 
the third party notice, and from this order he appealed. Most of the 
cases cited in the argument on bis behalf are mentioned in the judgment, 
and counsel for the bank were not called upon. 

Tue Court (VavcHan WILiaMs, Srixiinc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wituiams, L.J., after stating the facts, said: The bank hada 
statutory duty to allow the transfers on the production of the powers of 


Act, 1893, for the discharge by the court ofa trustee under a marriage 
settlement, leaving three trustees remaining without appointing anyone in 
his place. The court refused this application, but gave leave to amend the 
summons by asking for administration of the trasts of the settlement by 
the court, and making the trustee who desired to be discharged plaintiff, 
and all other persons interested defendants. The summons was adjourned 
into court for the purpose of giving a decision on this poiat. — ; 
Farwe.t, J.—This is an application by a trustee, who is desirous of 
being discharged, against the other three trustees, the two life tenants and 
the children of the marriage. Since the summons was taken out, the 
husband and wife have been divorced, and an order was made varying the 
settlement to which I need not refer. When the case came before me 
originally in chambers it was an action under the Trustee Act alone. I 
was then of opinion, and now am, that the court had, under that Act, no 
power to allow a trustee to retire unless the court could appoint the 
other remaining trustees as trustees in the place of themselves and 
the retiring trustee, as to which there was considerable conflict of 
opinion. Jessel, M.R., thought it was possible, but Cotton, L.J., 
thought it was not, and in Re <Astow (31 W. R. 801, 23 Ch. D! 
217) Jessel, M.R., in deference to the opinion of other judges, and 
in order that the practice in Lunacy and Chancery might be the same, 
withdrew his opinion, and the Court of Appeal declined to make the order, 
The result is that the court does not allow trustees to retire under the 
Trustee Act simply. I suggested that the court always had power toallow 
a trustee to go under its inherent jurisdiction. The summons was there- 
fore amended by asking for administration and joining all persons 
interested as defendants, with the trustee who wished to retire as plaintiff. 
In my opinion the trustee is perfectly reasonable in his desire to retire. 
He has served for ten years as trustee, and is sixty years of age. 
I adopt what was said by Lord St. Ueonards in Courtenay Vv. 
Courtenay (8 Jones & Lat. 519, at p. 533). He referred there obviously 
to a sole trustee, or a case of two or more other trustees who were uu- 
willing to be re-appointed. The right of a trustee who is not capriciously 
retiring is not dependent on finding someone to take his place, but the 
court may think it necessary to keep the trustee before it for the purpose 
of any future question. Here I have no such difficulty, as I still have toree 
trustees remaining. Section 11 of the Trustee Act, 1893, enables 








attorney, and the sole question is whether there is raised by implication of 
luw a warranty of authority by the appellant on which he asked the bank | 
to act. In my judgment there is. The only points that we have to decide 
are (1) does the case come within the authority of Collen v. Wright (5 | 
W. R. 265, 6 W. R. 123, 7 E. & B. 301, 8 E. & B. 647) ; (2) if s0, has that | 
care been overruled by any subsequent decision, or possibly (3) been so | 
narrowed as to prevent its applying here. I think no case has had that 
effect, and that the cases have had the contrary effect, and that they 
shew conclusively that the present case is governed by Collen v. Wright. 
It was argued that the principle of Collen v. Wright is only applicable to 
cases where the agent purports to make a contract; but I see no reason to 
think that it was intended to be limited to such cases, and the judgment 
of Lord Esher in Firbank’s Exzecutors v. Humphreys (85 W. R. 92, 18 
Q. B. D. 54) shews that in his opinion the principle of the decision extends 
to all cases where one person has been induced to enter into any trans- 
action by the representations of another. I think no meaning can be 
given to the word “‘ transaction ’’ which would exclude from it the deal- 
ings between the bank and the appellant in the present case, and the case | 
of Dickson v. Reuter’s Telegram Co. (26 W. R. 23,3. C. P. D. 1) also shews 
that the principle of Collen v. Wright is not confined to cases of contract. 
It has been suggested that Derry v. Peek (88 W. BR. 33, 14 A. C. 337) 
has in some way overruled Collen v. Wright, and that Low v. Bouverie (40 
W.R. 50; 1891, 3 Ch. 82) shews that in the Chancery Division it has 
been treated as overruled in similar cases, but in my opinion Derry v. Peek 
throws no doubt on Collen v. Wright, and the judgments of Lindley and 
Bowen, L.JJ., in Low v. Bouverie shew that they thought Derry v. Peek had 
left Collen v. Wright unaffected, and Kay, L.J., plainly thought that even | 
after Derry v. Peck the court has power to make a party liable for an innocent | 
misrepresentation. I think that Collen v. Wright is still good law and that 
the judgment of Kekewich, J., should be affirmed. 

Sriauinc, L.J.—I agree. It has been argued that Collen v. Wright is of 
very limited application, and only to be followed in cases similar to it; 
but this argument cannot prevail, for it was urged in Firbank’s Executors 
v. Humphreys, and Lords Esher and Lindley negatived the contention. I 
think the dealings between Starkey and the bank amounted to a “‘ trans- 
action” within Lord Esher’s meaning, for if the power of attorney had 
been the legal position of the holder of the stock would have been 
altered, and as it was that of the bank was altered. Then it has been 
urged that no warranty can be implied because the bank took their usual 
precautions to test the genuineness of the signatures ; but the bank did not 
rely on these precautions alone, and if a misreprecentation is relied on it 
does not matter that other inducements were given: cf. Edgington v. 
Fitzmaurice (82 W. R. 848, 29 Ch. D. 459). 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., concurred.—CounseL, Sir R. T. Reid, K.C., Upjohn, 
K.C,, and Stewart Smith; H. D. Greene, K.C., Latham, K.C., and Howard 
Wright. Souscrrons, Morley, Shirreff’, & Co. ; Freshfields. 

[Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 








High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re CHETWYND’S SETTLEMENT. SCARISBRICK v. NEVISON. Farwell, J. 
24th Feb. 
Serrtement—Trvstesx—Discuarce or Ong or Four Tavstezs Wrruovr 
APPOINTING A SunstiruTe—Trvustez Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), 

ss.11, 25. 
This was originally a summons asking, under section 25 of the Trustee 





parties to do that out of court which I now propose to doincourt. I 
therefore feel no difficulty in discharging the plaintiff from being trustee 
without appoiuting anyone in his placa. No vesting order is required, I 
simply discharge the plaintiff from being trustee.—CounseL, Finch ; Prior ; 
Leeke. Soxicrrors, Roweliffes, for Finch, Johnson, § Finch, Preston ; Leth- 
bridge § Prior., 
| Reported by J. F. Canz, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GROVE v. PORTAL. Joyce, J. 7th and 8th Feb. 


AND TeNANT—FisHery—Covenant Acarnst ASssIGNMENT— 


Licence To Fisx. 


This was an adjourned summons for the determination of the true con- 
struction of a lease granted by the defeadant to the plaintiff and bearing 
date the 25th of April, 1894. The demised property consisted of the right 
of fishing in certain portions of the River Test ‘‘ together with full liberty 


LANDLORD 


of ingress, egress, and regress for the said lessee and his authorized friends~ 


at all times during the term intended to be hereby granted to fish in 
such above-described portions of the said River Test with rods and lines 
ina proper and sportsmanlike manner at right and seasonable periods of the 
year, and without using nets or other means than the artificial fly, and the 
fish which they shall then and there take to have and retain to his and their 


| own use, to have and to hold the said right of fishing and premises here- 


inbefore expressed to be demised unto the said lessee from the 30th of 
September, 1893, for three, seven, 14, or 21 years, at the option 
of the said lessee, or until one year’s notice is given by the said lessee to 
determine the said tenancy on the 30th of September in any one of such 
years as aforesaid, yielding and paying therefor during the said term 
hereby granted the rent or sum of £300.” It wasprovided that the lessee 
should not during the term underlet, assign, transfer, or set over or otherwise 
by any act or deed procure the said premises to be assigned, trans- 
ferred, or set over to any person or p2rsons whomsoever without 
the consent in writing of the lessor his heirs or assigns being first obtained 
for that purpose, and that it should be allowed to the lessor his heirs 
executors, and administrators, and to any person staying iu his house to 
whom he might give leave to fish with his rod in the said waters without 
let or hindrance; and there was a proviso for ie entry by the lessor in case 
of the breach or non-performance by the lessee vt any of the covenants or 
agreements contained in the lease. ‘(he defendant having sold his house, 
promised to grant to the purchaser a licence and authority to fish in the 
por tion of the River Test comprised in the lease in the manner and for the 
ike periods as in the lease was provided (but so that not more than two 
rods should be used at any time) for the whole residue then unexpired 
of the term granted by the lease. Objection being taken by the 
lessor on the ground that the proposed licence was contrary to the covenant 
against assignment in the lease, the present summons was brougat for the 
purpose of having the question determined. For tne plaintiff it was argued 
that the licence was not an assignment within the meaning of the covenaat, 
since the lease was not personal co the plaintiff, the p»wer to authoriz3 
** friends ’’ to fish would. enable him to make the proposed licence to any 
persons he thought fit provided they fished *‘in a sportsmaulike manner.’’ 
the covenant, like all covenants against assignment, must be construed 
strictly, because a breach of them would entail forfeiture. In support of 
this argument reference was made to Daly v. Edwardes (83 L. T. 548), Church 
v. Brown (15 Ves. 258). In this case it was said, since the covenant was 
merely against assignment of the whole, assignment of a part oaly would 
not be a preach of it (Gentle v. Faulkner, 1900, 2 Q. B. 267, 48 W. R. Dig. 
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89), just as underletting was no breach of a covenant against assignment : 
Crusoe d Blencowe.v. Bugby (2 W. Bl. 766). Under the lease the plaintiff 
had a several wiley v. Bailey, 13 K. B. 426; Fitegerald v. Firbank, 
1897, 2 Ch. 96, 45 W. R. Dig. 57), and what was proposed to be certainly 
not a several fishing: Malcolmson vy. O’ Dea (12 W. R. 178, 10 H. L. O. 593, 
at p. 618). The defendant's counsel replied that this was an attempt to 
make a commercial speculation out of a power which was not intended 
to confer any such right. The proposed licence was really a leave 
masquerading as a licence. Since the licence would include the right 
to take away any fish which might be caught, it was not really 
a licence, but a demise of a profit d prendre. In support of this argument 
reference was made to Roe d. Dingley v. Sales (1 M. & G. 297), Hooper v. 
Clark (L. R. 2 Q. B. 200), Webber v. Lie (30 W. B. 866,9Q. B. D. 315), 
and Wood v. Leadbitter (13 M. & W., at p. 844). 

Joyce, J.—If the meaning of the licence proposed to be granted 
by the plaintiff was that only two rods were to be used altogether, 
and that the plaintiff was to be excluded from fishing at all, so 
that there would be no other rods on the stream, I think it might be 
arguable that the grant of such a licence would come within the terms 
of that covenant as a “‘ procuring the premises to be transferred’’ to the 
proposed licensee. I think also that if the covenant not to assign had 
extended not merely to the said premises but also to “ any part thereof,’’ 
the case would have been arguable for the defendant on that point. 
But Lord Eldon’s dictum in Church v. Brown (5 Ves. 258) had been 
relied upon by the plaintiff's counsel. In that case Lord Eldon 
said: “How does that history of the law with reference to this 
subject stand? There may be a covenant for almost anything; and 
this covenant against alienation without licence is as old as Dwmpor's 
case (4 C. Rep. 119) ; but how does the fact that there was such a covenant 
in that case, when it was held to be gone by alienation with licence, 
proved that this isa usual, general covenant in alease? The conclusion 
is rather the other way; that this is a special and particular covenant. 
Consider how this grows. This covenant, which is represented to be usual, 
would not prevent underletting. Then is a covenant against underletting 
a usual covenant, and is it proved to be so by the authorities that it is not 
restrained by the other covenant? Further, if the landlord has a covenant 
against both assigning and underletting, the tenant might, by an 
agreement, neither assigning nor underletting, put another person 
in possession of the premises; and parting with the possession 
in that manner would not be a breach of those covenants. Is 
a further covenant, therefore, not to part with the possession of the 
premises to be given as a usual covenant.? That would not have 
restrained the tenant from parting with a part of the premises, these 
covenants having been always construed by courts of law with the utmost 
jealousy to prevent the restraint from going beyond the express 
stipulation.’’ That is a dictw« which has never been disproved ; it has 
been cited in text-books, and is considered by the writers to be good law. 
The covenant against assigning, therefore, daea_pot prevent the _tenant 
fro e wi ‘it extends to the-premises ‘or any part thereof.’’ 
In Crise oe V. Bughy (2 Wm. Bl. 766), the judgment was in these words: 
“The courts have always held a strict hand over these conditions for 
defeating leases. Very easy modes have always been countenanced 
for putting an end to them. The lessor if he pleased might certainly have 
provided against change of occupancy as wil as against an assignment, 
but he has not done to by words which admit of no other meaning; 
‘assign, transfer, and set over’ are mere words of assignment ; ‘ otherwise 
do or put away’ eignify avy other mode of getting rid of the premises 
entirely.’’ That case was mentioned with approval by Sir William Grant 
in Greenaway v. Adams (12 Ves. 400), where he said ‘‘ I have no doubt upon 
the construction of this covenant. This is not like Crusoe v. Bugby, where 
all the words of the covenant could have distinct effect and operation, 
without referring at all to an underlease; and it did not necessarily follow 
that the lessor, as he did not choose that the tenant should assign, heaton 
intended to restrain underletting.’’ I think, further, looking at the 
particular nature of the property demised in this case, that it is doubtful 
whether the granting of a licence to this licensee is a transfer “ of any part 
of the premises.’”’ But I do not decide the case upon that ground, but 
upon the dictum of Lord Eldon. Consequently the granting of the 
proposed licence is not a breach of the covenant.—CounseL, Younger, K.C., 
and Cassel; Hughes, K.O., and Methold. Soxicrrors, Lee ¢ Pemberton ; 
Winter § Bothamley. 

[Reported by J. F. Iszxix, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re TRENTHAM, TRENTHAM v. WEBB. Swinfen Eady, J. 20th Feb. 


Wit1—Oonstruction—Personatty—Girt To CHILDREN AND FoR THEIR 
CHILDREN AFTER THEM. 


Adjourned summons. James Trentham, who died on the 4th of May, 
1901, by his will dated the 29th of March, 1900, bequeathed the residue of 
his personal estate ‘to be divided between my daughter Emma Webb, my 
daughter Elizabeth Onions, and my son J. H. Trentham aforesaid, and 
my daughter Kezzia Gibson, and my granddaughter Grace Charles, to 
share and share alike in equal shares for their sole and separate use, and 
for their children after them.’”’ By a codicil to his will he devised certain 
freehold property to his children and child, but did not add the 
words ‘‘ and for their children after them.’’ It was argued that the words 
** after them ”? meant ‘‘ in substitution for them,” and that the words of 
the codicil should be read into the will so as to give the children and 
grandchild of the testator the absolute interest in the property. 

Swinven Eavy, J., held that the testator’s children and grandchild took 
& life interest in the estate, with remainder over to their children.— 
Counsxi, Seddon ; Arnold Herbert ; Davies, Sotcrrors, 7. Davies Jones, for 
J. § L. Clark, West Bromwich. 

[Reported by J, H, Davuns, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Re FISHER. ALLAN v, FISHER, Swinfen Eady, J. 19th Feb. 


Witt—Oonstrucrion—“ Att My Hovssuotp Prorgrry anp Errecrs or 
Every Kinp Wuatsorven AND Wuerssogver ’—Rgat Estate Dis- 
POSED OF, 


Adjourned summons. George Fisher, the testator, died on the 
September, 1901, and his will was proved on the 25th of September. 
question to be decided was whether the freehold house and land of which 
the testator died seised parsed under the will, or whether they were undis- 
posed of. 

Swinren Eavy, J.—The question is, what is the true construction of the 
will of George Fisher, the testator. He died seised and poesessed of a 
house, three-quarters of an acre of » a sum of about £1,000 on 
deporit at a bank, furniture of the value of £65, and he occupied as 
tenant some additional ground of nine or ten acres used asa market garden. 
He acquired the smaller garden many years ago and built a house thereon, 
the date of the conveyance of the land being the 13th of November, 1866. 
By his will dated the 19th of January, 1878, after directing that his 
debts and testamen’ expenses were to be paid, he proceeded: “I 
give and bequeath all my household property and effects of every kind 
whatsoever and wheresoever to which I shall be entitled at the 
time of my decrase unto my dear wife Eliza Fisher for the term 
of her natural life for her own use and benefit absolutely, and after her 
death I direct that the same shall be sold and equally divided between 
and among my five children.”” The question is whether the house and land 
or either of them pass under the will. I have had considerable difficulty in 
coming to a conclusion, but I am of — that they are di of. 
The testator intended to dispose of the and the whole of the land. 
He makes a disposition to his wife and children and in lan e 
which is on the tace of it very compréhensive: he gives and beq 
‘all my household property and effects of every kind whatsoever.” 
Then he refers to the situation of his property ‘whatsoever and 
wheresoever.””’ I am unable to draw a distinction between the house 
and garden. He includes the whole of his property in this dis- 
position and the real estate passes. But the real estate would not 
pass under the words “‘ effects’’ alone without taking the context into 
consideration. The tendency of modern decisions is to give effect to 
very slight indications of a testator’s intentivns, as in Halil v. Hall 4 
W. B. 227, 92 1 Ch. 361) and Smyth v. Smyth (26 W. R. 736, 8 Oh. D. 
561). In the present case a)l the testator’s property was intended to 
be included in the words ‘‘all my household property and effects 
whatsoever and wheresoever.”’—Counssi, Bernard Wilkinson ; Christopher 
James ; Coles. Souxicrrors, Peacock § Goddard, for Sharp, Harrison, Turner, 
§ Turner, Southampton ; Speechly, Mumford, Rodgers, § Craig, for Lamport. 
$ Basset‘, Southampton. 

(Reported by J. H. Davizs, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PEACOCK. KELCEY v. HARRISON. Swinfen Eady, J. 
14th, 18th, and 22nd Feb. 


Wiutt—Power or Apporntwent—Aprrointep Funp—VA.ip 
ADMINISTRATOR WITH WILL ANNEXED. 


This was an originating summons by the administratrix with the will 
annexed of Lucy Jemima Peacock, , asking to have the 

uestion determined whether she could give to the defendant, who was 
the trustee of a marriage settlement dated the 20th of January, 1875, a 
valid receipt and discharge for the moneys comprised in the settlement 
which had become divisible. The settlement was made upon the “nae 
of Lucy Jemima Ogilvie, spinster, with Henry Peacock, and there 
certain funds and securities were settled for the husband and wife for 
their lives and the life of the survivor, and after the death of the survivor 
if (as happened) there should be no issue of the marriage, upon trust 
for such persons as Lucy Jemima should daring coverture by will or 
codicil, and when not under coverture by deed, will, or codicil, rae. 
The marriage took place on the 21st of January, 1875. Lucy Peacock died 
on the 14th of September, 1882, and Henry ock on the 6th of April, 
1900. By her will dated the 30th of September, 1880, Mrs. Peacock, after 
referring to the settlement and her general power of appointment there- 
under, appointed and directed that the set funds should be paid or 
transf to her sister Eliza Jane Ogilvie and her brother Uharles 
Frederick Ogilvie, upon trust to pay £200 to her niece Mrs. Ashe, and 
divide the residue among certain persons, and she appointed her 
sister and brother executrix and executor of her will. By a codicil dated 
5th of October, 1881, the testatrix made a different disposition with reg 
to certain policy moneys, part of the settled property, and in all o 
respects she confirmed her will. The said Kliza Jane Ugilvie and 
Frederick Ogilvie respectively died without having proved the 
testatrix, and on the 3lst of May, 1901, letters of administration 
estate of Mrs. Peacock with the will and codicil annexed were gran’ 
the plaintiff. The plaintiff then epplied to the defendant to 
transfer to her the funds subject to the settlement, in order that 
carry out the testamentary directions of the testatrix, but the def : 
objected to do so, alleging that the plaintiff could not give him a val: 


charge. 

Soames Eapy, J.—It was settled by the cases of Re Philbrick’ 
(13 W. BR. 570) and Re Hoskin'’s Trusts (25 W. R. 779, 6 D. 
where a married woman or any other person having a general 
appointment over a fund of personalty makes an appointment of 
by will and appoints an executor, such executor after he 
will is entitl = ee valid for the 
Counsel for the defendant did not dispute the of 
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different position. It was conceded that there was no authority which 
shewed that such an administrator stood in any different position, and I 
am not aware of any principle which requires any distinction to be made. 
If the donee of a power does not exercise it she leaves the funds to go as in 
default of appointment and to be administered by the trustees of the instru- 
ment, and the like result will follow if she exercises the power by deed and 
appoints only to beneficiaries ; if, however, she exercises the power by 
deed, and wishes other trustees to administer the fund, she has only to 
appoint the fund to those trustees to be held by them upon the trusts then 
declared. If the donee exercises the power by will, and still wishes the 
original trustees to administer the fund, she can appoint them her 
executors, or, if she so desires, she may appoiat different persons to 
be her executors, and those persons will then distribute the appointed 
funds. If, however, she appoints by will, and does not appoint 
any executors, or if executors appointed by her die or disclaim, 
I am of opinion that she commits the distribution of the fund to 
the person to whom the Probate Court shall grant letters of administration 
with the willannexed. It has been the practice of the Probate Court for 
many years to grant administration with the will annexed in the case of 
the will of a married woman, made by virtue of a power, where no executor 
is named : see Rule 15 of the Rules and Orders for the Principal Registry 
in Non-Oontentious Husiness, 1862. If the contention put forward by 
defendant were correct, such an administrator would have no duties what- 
ever to perform. Moreover, arule that an executor should be the person to 
administer, but not an administrator, might give rise to considerable diffi- 
culties, thus an executor might prove the will and receive the trust fund 
and die intestate before administering. Who, then, is to complete the 
administration and division? If an administrator de bonis non cannot do 
80, is it to be held that the funds must in such a case be repaid to the 
original trustees? Again, it has long been settled that by exercising a 
general power of appointment by will a testator subjects the appointed 
pro rty to the payment of all his debts, if and so far as his own property may 

neuflicient for that purpose; the appointed fund becoming equitable 
assets. Practical convenience requires that the person to administer these 
assets shall be the person whose duty it is as executor and administrator to 
ascertain and provide for the debts in a due course of adminisiration. Again, 
it is settled law that where a testator with a general power of appointment 
gives legacies and appoints an executor, he must be taken as exercising 
his general power to the extent to which the fund subject to it is required 
to make the legacies effective, and the same rule would apply though no 
executor were appointed : Re Davies’ Trusts (20 W.R. 165, 13 Eq. 163). Now 
the executor or administrator, as the case may be, isthe person to pay these 
legacies, and the only person who can ascertain jn the event of the testa- 
tor’s own estate being insufficient, how much of the appointed funds will 
be required to make up the deficiency so as to render the legacies effective. 
Upon these grounds I decide that the plaintiff in the present case can give 
a valid receipt and discharge for all the settled funds.—CovunseL, A. J. 
Chitty ; Martelli.. Soricrrors, Harry Wilson § Co., for St. George Ashe, 
Cambridge ; H. P. Spottiswoode. 

[Reported by J. H,. Davie, Esq., LBarrister-at-Law 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
PINDER ». PINDER. Jeune, P., and a Common Jury. 26th Feb. 


Divorce — Pracrice — Decrez or JvupimctraAL SePpAkATION— PERMANENT 
Aumony—Cuarce or Supsequent ADULTERY or PetiT1IoONER—VARYING 
Orper on Summons. 


The wife in this care sought for a diseolution of her marriage on the 
und of her husband’s cruelty and adultery. The case was tried before 
es, J.,. and & common jury, and resulted in the charge of 
adultery being established and that of cruelty was dismiesed. The 
court thereupon granted « decree of judicial separation and made an order 
for permanent alimony. Subsequently the respondent took out a 
summons to vary the order for permanent alimony on the ground that the 
petitioner had committed adultery since the decree, 

Jevne, P., ordered that issue to be tried by a common jury before any 
order on the summons was made. The charge of adultery was negatived 
by the jury.—CounxeL, Bargrare Deane, K.C., and Barnard; Priestley 
BSoxicitors, McDiarmid § Hill, for Locking § Holdich, Hull; Steavenson &§ 
Couldwell. 

[Reported by Gwyyxz Hatt, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
BARNES v. RICHARDS AND OTHERS. Lord Alverstone, L.C.J, 13th 
Jan., 14th Feb. 

Conraact—Surmne Aswwe—Unvvur Paessuns. 

Further consideretion. ‘This was an action for balance of ealary due and 
damages for wrongful diemiseal, brought by the plaintiff egainst the 
defendants and tried before the Lord Chief Justice and a epecial jury. 
The defence was that all the plaintiff’s claims were settled by the payment 
of £300 purtuant to the terms of an arrangement made on the 27th of 
Sept:mber, 1900, and embodied in a deed of the same date made between 
the plainfiff and the defendants. The plaintiff replied that he was induced 
to execute the deed by the defendants threatening unlawfully toimprison 
him, and that he was taken by surprice and overwhelmed by the threat, 
end in conrequence of the threat gave no real or free consent to the execu- 
tion of the deed. The learned judge left two questions to the jury: (1) 
Was the plaintiff induced to make the agreement of the 27th of September, 
1900, by threate by the defendants of criminal proceedings or imprison- 


ment? To which the jury returned the answer ‘‘No.’’ (2) Was the 
plaintiff induced to make the agreement of the 27th of September, 
1900, by undue pressure exercised by the defendants to force the 
plaintiff to enter-into the agreement? To which the jury answered 
* Yes,’ and they assessed the damages at £100. The question whether 
the answer to the second question was sufficient to entitle the plaintiff 
to get rid of the deed and to fall back upon his original claims was 
reserved for further consideration. The plaintiff had been engaged 
by the defendants as the manager of Oollins’ Music Hall and 
managing director of the London Music Hall. He was responsible for 
the working accounts, which were audited weekly. On the 29th of 
September, 1900, he was asked to explain a number of items relating to 
the accounts. As to many of them he gave a satisfactory explanation, ‘ 
but as to others he was unable, at the time, to give an explanation which | 


arrangement was come to which was embodied in the deed. The p‘aintiff 
was to send in his resignation, and to accept the sum of £700, being £300 


was satisfactory to the defendants. A long discussion took place, and an } 
) 
1% 


in respect of his claim for salary and £400 in respect of a loan, and to sign Y 


the deed of release. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in the course of a written and reserved judg- 
ment, said the case was one of considerable difficulty, and there was no 
decision exactly upon the point. The jury had answered the second 
question in the affirmative. It was for him, the learned judge, to 
consider upon the merits whether such a finding was sufficient to enable 
the plaintiff to set aside the arrangement embodied in the deed. 
It was impossible to say that there was no evidence to support the finding 
of the jury on the second question. In considering the question of law it 
was necessary to deal separately with the two causes of action on which the 
plaintiff founded bis claim -(1) wrongful dismissal, and (2) a claim to 
salary whic he alleged was due to him up to the date of ceasing to be 
manager. In his, the learned judge’s opinion, there was no evidencs of 
any dismiseal at all. The plaintiff resigo was n » an 
no damages could be claimed in that respect. As regarded the amount 
claimed tor salary there was more difficulty. It appeared to depend upon 
whether the finding of the jury on the second question was suflicient 
to set aside the arrangement made. The strongest cases in favour 
of the plaintiff were Evans v. Liewellyn (Cox’s Oases in Equity, 
333), Wood v. Abrey (3 Madd. 417) er probably Ormes v. Beadel 
(in 2 Giffard, p. 166, 8 W. R. Dig. Oh. 17, and on appeal 9 W. R. 
25), and Barrett v. Huntley (14 W. BR. 684, L. R. 2 Eq. 789, at 
p. 797). He, however, was of opinion that the finding of the jury. 
failed to bring the case within any of the decisions in which Courts of 
Equity had set aside arrangements of compromise, The passage in the 
jadgment of Lord Chelmsford in Williams v. Bayley (L. R.1 H. L., at p. 
216), on which he, the learned judge, had framed the second question, must 
be taken in conjunction with the preceding sentence and the subject- 
matter under discussion, and not as laying down any general proposition 
or rule which could be applied in all cases (see observations on the case in 
Flowers v. Sadler (10 Q. B. D. 572, 31 W. R. Dig. 45). Accepting the 
finding of the jury on the second question, he thought that such pressure 
did not in law entitle the plaintiff to say that he was not bound by the 
arrangement come to. Judgment for defendants with costs.—CovnszL, 
Bray, K.C., A. Powell, and Higgins ; Sir EB. Clarke, K.C., Gill, K.0., and 
Bozall, Soxtcrrors, C. H. Herbert ; J. Rutland, 

[Reported by E. G. Stizuwe., Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GEE v. TAYLOR, E8Q., AND OTHERS, LICENSING JUSTICES OF 
OLDHAM. Div. Court. 24th Feb. 


Licensinc Acts—Orr Licence—OnrIGINALLY GRANTED ON CONDITION THAT 4 


1 Licenses Gave Ur rue Busrness or a Grocer, Licence Sxounp Nor 
ve Renswep—Licenses Setis Buerness—Purcnaser APpiLigs FoR 
TransverR or Licence—Justices Wrono in Houprne Conpirion A Bar 
TO A TRANSFER. 

Special case stated by quarter sersions with regard to an appeal to this 
court by the licensing justices of Oldham against a decision of the court 
of quarter sessions. The facts were these: On the 2rd of August, 1894, 
Samuel Turner applied at the general annual licensing sessions for the 
borough of Oldham for a certificate or licence to eell by retail, at 52, Abbey 
Hills-road, Oldham, beer to be consumed off the premisesin pursuance of the 
ActsoftheI[. of GeorgetheIV. andof William the IV, c. 64,andtheamending 
statutes. When Turner made the application to the justices he propoeed that 
the licence should be granted subject to the condition (1) that the premises 
in respect of which the licence was granted should be closed during the whole 
of Sunday, and upon the application he assented to another condition 
which was suggested by the justices (2) that the licence should be given 
up upon his leaving or ceasing to carry on the grocery business on the 
premises. The justices granted the licence upon these conditions, and 
they would have refused it if they had not been assented to. At the date 
of the application Turner was the tenant of the premises under a leave 
granted by the owner, a Mrs, Kershaw, for a term of five years expiring 
on the 23rd of July, 1899, and carried on the business of a grocer on the 
premises. A certificate or licence was renewed to Turner each year at the 
annual licensing seesions subject to the conditions which were embodied in 
the licence. nthe 24th of December, 1900, respondent, Thomas Gee, applied 
to the appellants for the transfer of the licence from Samuel Turner, 
who was about to give up possession of the premises and to cease to carry 
on the business ofa grocer there. The licensing justices (the appellants) 
refused to grant the transfer from Turner to the respondent on the ground 
that the trantfer was contrary to the recond‘of the conditions set forth 
above, inasmuch as Turner would, in the event of the transfer being 
granted, leave the premises and cease to carry on the grocery business 
upon them. It was argued before quarter sessions for the licensing 








justices that in special cession they could lawfully impoce such conditions 
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on the original grant, and lawfully refuse the transfer from Turner to 
Gee on the und that the transfer was in contravention to the second 
condition, The respondent Gee contended that the sagen. justices 
bad no such power, and the quarter sessions upheld his view reversed 
the order of the licensing justices, who now a 

Tue Covat (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, O.J., said it seemed that the objection which in the 
opinion of the justices prevented them from entertaining Gee’s applica- 
tion for a transfer, was not one that oo. the justices from hearing 
and determining the application. If that was the case the quarter 
sessions had set the matter right by bolding that it was not a bar to 
the licensing justices granting a transfer, but only a circumstance which 
they might consider.—CounseL, Acland ; Mellor. Soxtcrrons, Chester § Co, 
for Booth § Sons, Oldham; Thomas Waite § Son, tor R. M. Sixsmith, 
Oldham. 


ARLING and CuaNNELL, JJ.) 


(Reported by Exsxive Reiv, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HOARE v. TRUMAN, HANBURY, BUXTON, & CO (LIM). 
ee 24th Feb. 


Facrorny—Derinirion—Beer Borrtinc Works—Factory anp WorksHor 
Act, 1878 (41 Vict. c. 16), 8. 93. 


Case stated by Haden Corser, Esq., a metropolitan police magistrate, 
raising the question whether certain premises connected with the respon- 
dents’ brewery were a non-textile factory within the meaning of section 
93 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878. An information was preferred 
by the appellant, one of his Majesty’s inspectors of factories and work- 
shops, against the respondents, which charged that they, on the 7th of 
June, 1901, being then the occupiers of certain premises, the same beivg a 
non-textile factory within the meaning of the Factory and Workshop 
Acts, 1878 to 1895, at Wilkes-street, Spitalfields, did unlawfully employ a 
lad of fifteen, from 7 a.m. to 9.30pm. on the day in question, which was 
beyond the period of employment permitted by section 13 of the Factory 
and Workshop Act, 1878, or section 36 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 
1895. If the bottling stores were a textile factory within the Act of 1878, 
8. 93, then the respondents, on the 7th of June, 1901, infrin the pro- 
visions of section 13 of that Act. The magistrate having dismissed the 
information, the inspector appealed. 

Tne Oourr (Lord Atvgrsrone, C J., and Dario and Cuanne., JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstons, O.J., in giving judgment, said the words of the 
section shewed that a “non-textile factory” meant any premiees 
wherein any manual labour was exercised by way of trade, or 
for the purpose of gain, or for or incidental to the adapting for 
sale of any article, and wherein or within the precincts of which 
steam, water, or other mechanical power was ueed in aid of the manu- 
facturing procees carried on. The facts shewed that these bottling stores 
were used by the respondents for the purpose of wrating the bottles of 
beer, and @ gas engine was enployed for that purpose. The istrate 
held, on the authority of Law v. Graham (49 W. R. 622 ; 1901, 2 K. B. 327), 
that there was no manufacturing process, and that if there was the 
mechanical power was not used in aid of it. He seemed to think that 
inasmuch as the work done by the lad employed in bottling was manual 
it was immaterial to consider how the beer was conveyed to the bottling 
machine, and the other processes used at the stores did not bring the place 


Div. Court, 


within the Act. In Law v. Graham the court held that the te was 
at in holding that washing the bottles was not adapting the beer for 
sale, but that was no authority in the present case. In his judgment, there 


being manual labour and at the same time mechanical labour used 
that purpose, the needs of the section were fulfilled. He thought the case 
should go back to the magistrate to convict. Oase remitted accordingly.— 
CounsgL, H. Sutton ; Travers Humphreys. Soxscrrons, Solicitor to Tyeasury ; 
Clapham, Fitch, § Co. 


[Reported by Exsxuve Rerp, Esq , Barrister-at-Law.] 


STOURBRIDGE MAIN DRAINAGE BOARD ». SEISDON UNION 
AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 24th Feb. 


Ratinc —Sewace Fanm—Farm Ler ro AGRICULTURAL TENANT WHO WAS 
so Rarep wy Respzscr Turerzor —Lxecat Possesston, ControL, AND 
Occuration or Sewace Worxs—Ciam sy Ratrnc AUTHORITIES TO 
Rare Sewace Boarp on trHetr Statutory HERgDITAMENT. 


Special case stated by the chairman of quarter sessions for the county 
of Stafford. The Stourbridge Main Drainage Board are a sewage boaid 
constituted for the purpose of dealing with the sewage from the urban 
district of Stourbridge, and they for that purpose acquired a farm at 
Kinver, upon which they laid down certain sewage works. In December, 
1897, they leased this farm to one Chatham. 6 Scisdon Union in due 
courre rated the Stourbridge Main Drainage Board m respect of the 
sewage works and plant upon the farm, and rated Chatham in respect of 
the farm itself. e drainage board a against this rate to the 
quarter sessions, and contended that they were not such occupiers of the 
sewage works as to be rateable in respect of them, and that Chatham 
was the person liable. For the assessment committee it was said that 
Chatham was in occupation of the farm only as an agricultural tenant; 
that the sewage works and plant were a distinct hereditament created by the 
Stourbridge Board to enable them to carry out their statutory duties, and 


that in law they could not part with possession, control, or occupation | all such 


thercof, and that if they were in the pbysical control or occupation of 
Chatham, he was merely their agent. ‘The quarter sessions held that the 
Stow bridge Board were not rateable and reduced their rate acc > 
The ossesament commiitee appealed, and counsel cited the following cases : 
Alayor of Southport vy. Ormskirk Union Assessment Committee (1894, 1 Q. B. 








for | and 


198), Reg. v. St. Mary Abbott's, Kensington (12 A, & E. 824), and Rey. v. 
Abney Park Cemetery Qo. (8 Q. B. 515) to that there wore 
certain limited rights with to Chatham, that did not render the 


pa ne promi mae as being under their statutory powers still 
in legal occupation of the a he farm. 


Tax Covrr (Lord Atverstons, 0.J., and Danune and Onanneu, 
JJ ), without g on counsel for the respondents, dismissed tooppeel 
The court of quarter sessions had found, having all the facts before thé 
—the nature and character of the structure, the way the farm was 
demised and the rights reacrved to the sewage board—that the board 
were not the occupiers of the premises. There was no hard and fast rule 
as to what was occupation. It wasa question of fact that depended on the 
particular circumstances proved in case. In the present instance they 
saw no grounds for differiog from the decision on the facts come to by the 
court of quarter session. Appeal dismissed with costs.—Oounsen, W. J. 
Disturnaland Morton Brown; Alfred Lyttelton, K.C., and Hutton. Soricrrors, 
John Mitchell, for Herbert Taylor, Wolverhampton ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for 
Harwards § Co , Stourbridge. 


[Reported by Erskine Euiv, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHURCHWARDENS, &c., OF ST. STEPHEN, CITY OF LONDON ov. 
GREAT NORTHERN AND CITY RAILWAY 00. Div. Court. 
24th Feb. 

Rarme—Rattway Comrany—Buitpincs Unoccurrep wen Oomrany 


Acaurrep THE Lanp—Rerusat sy Oompany to Pay Rarss as Hyro- 
THETICAL TeNANTS—Distress WARRANT. 


Case stated by two justices sitting at the Guildhall, London. The 


question raised was whether the t railway company was liable 
10 pay rates in respect of certain property acquired m under their 
statutory rights wuich consisted of vacent when rates were made 


and when the respondents acquired their interest in it, there having been 
buildings on the and previous to ite acquisition by them. The material 
facts set out in the case were as follows: Complaint was made on behalf 
of the appellants that the ents, being duly rated and assessed in 
poor rate amounting to £45 had refused to pay on the ground that at the 
time they acquired the land no business of any kind was carried on upon 
it. It was a piece of vacant land, and the valuation list in force when 
the rate was made had since been varied by a supplemental valuation 
list, by which this pro was proposed to be taken out of rating. 
That ay py list, however, did not come operation 
April, 1900, « provisional iit contianing the 3 
April, 1900, a pro con! 
ia wes mete for a. amt a Or ee 
committee of the City of London ee 
Stephen, Ooleman-street, is situated, on 
this provisional list the premises were 
as before of £292. A poor rate was d 
of May, 1900, and another on the 5th of November, 1900. 
were produced in which the ts were rated in 
premises described as “shop, offices, and warehouses.”’ 
of the said rates respectively, the und of the respondents 
had not been completed and assessed or liable to 
essensed $0 conseliiated cstues, one oe ne eng nor y 
lands and buildings acquired by respondents as were required 
oo Se gue ee anda 
liable to the rates. Forthe respondents it was contended (4. their liability 
said was enforceable only 


if any) in respect of the by 

the cases of The Fourth City Mutual Building Society v. East Ham (Over- 
seers of ) (1892, 1 Q. B. 661), Farmer v. London and North-Western Railway 
Co (20 Q. B. D. 788), and section 69 of their private Act of 1892 were 
referred to. They aloo contented (0) that at the Une the ml 


E 
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pay rates whether the lands and 
they had not ap the justices were 
justices overruled the contention of 
only be recovered by action, and 
behind the rate-book and inquire 
declined to issue a distress warrant 
the rate was made there were no 
described = i petne had 
acquired t te e property 
Tne 9 oe .J., and 
dismissed a 6 
Lord have, C.J., said the 69th section of the 
1892, was obscurely worded, and, therefore, 
but shortly it stated that the nee Goes in respect 
loviablent yy Sh lands and b i tas if the com 
leviable in res Bu 8 a‘ 
pr reso eh ene kang 
force in the or 
e company acquire euch lands and buildings, whether such lands 
and buildings be occupied or vacant, and shall continue liable to and 
consolidated sewer and other rates and contributions uutil the 
taking shall be completed and assessed or liable to be assessed. . . .’’ So far 
as he could see, the eection had failed to make the a on the 
uses that 


h theory that they were still 
oa dewk before they went into occu: land. 
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they bought. It was not established from the facts that there was a rate 
leviable respect of this property at the time when the company were 
assessed. It was argued by the appellants that this question ought not to 
have been raised by way of answer to an application for a distress 
warrant, and that it was only a ground for an — to quarter sessionr. 
If the objection raised meant that the justices had no jurisdiction to make 
the objector liable, that was an objection the magistrates might entertain ; 
but if the objection rested on some other ground such as might be the 
subject of an appeal the magietrates could not entertain it. There was 
nothing to shew that under their Act the railway company were liable to 
pay more rates than would have been paid had they not acquired the 
property. That was a point of substance, and the magistrates having 
rightly decided it, the appeal failed. 

Daruinc and Cuannet, JJ., gave judgments to a like effect.—Counsr, 
Walter Ryde ; R. Cunningham Glen. Soitcrrors, Roche & Sons ; Le Brasseur 
§ Oakley. 
[Reported by Essxine Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAVIES ». BURNETT. Div. Court, 24th Feb. 
Licensinc —35 & 36 Vict. c. 94, s. 3—Sace to Acent ron Memper sy Civn. 

This was an appeal from the justices of Wolverhampton by the 
respondent, who was a steward at the Wolverhampton Conservative Club, 
against a fine of ten pounds and costs for having, on the 9th of August, 
1901, sold to one Elizabeth Hickman a bottle of stout, he not being 
licensed to sell by retail. Elizabeth Hickman was the wife of George 
Hickman, who was a member of the club, and he, on that date, sent his 
wife with a written order for the purchase of the liquor. On behalf of 
the appellant it was contended that a member of a ond fide club had the 
right to go and fetch liquor away from the club, and that therefore he was 
equally entitled to delegate that right toan agent. They cited Grafv. 
Evans (30 W. R. 208, 8 Q. B. D.373). The decision in Woodleigh v. Simmons 
(6 J. P. 150) was based on the finding of the magistrates that the club was 
not a bond fide one. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that 
this was one of those rights that could not be delegated, and that it opened 
the door to evasion of the licensing law. 

Tue Covrtr (Lord Atverstone, C J., and Dariinc and CuanneLt, JJ.) 
sllowed the appeal, being of opinion that under the circumstances, and 
following Graf v. Evans, it was a bond fide transfer of property to the wife 
as agent for the husband, and that there had been nosale. They did so with 
reluctance, as they were of opinion that the practice might be productive of 


great evil.—CovunsgL, Hobson; A. Powell. Soxicirors, Indermaur § Brown, 
for Alfred Turton, Wolverhsmpton; W. A. Bennett, for Hooper § Ryland, 
birmingham. 


[ Reported by C. G. Witprauam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 13893. 
(56 & 57 Vict. c. 66 ) 

In pursuance of section 3 (3) of the above Act notice is hereby given : 

(1.) That the undermentioned Order has been made by the Lord 
Chancellor postponing the coming into operation of certain provisions of 
** The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 1899,”’ as to London. 

(2.) That such Order so issued is a statutory ruleand has been numbered 
= printed under the above Act, and that it may be referred to by its short 
title. 

(3.) That copies of such statutory rule may be purchased, either directly 
or through any bookeeller, from Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode, East 
Harding-street, Fleet-street, E.C , and 32, Abingdon-street, Westminster, 
8.W., or John Menzies & Oo., 12, Hanover-st:eet, Edinburgh, and 90, 
West Nile-street, Glasgow, or Messrs. Hodges, Figgis, & Co., 104, 
Grafton-street, Dublin. 

Order to which the above notice refers, The County Courts (Districts) | 
Postponement Order No. 12. 

Lord Chancellor’s Office, February 19, 1902. 








LAW SOCIETIES. | 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

Feb. 24. — Mr. OC. H. Kirby in the chair. — Mr. CU. Ottaway moved: | 
‘‘ That this house is not in favour of the sentiments contained in Mr. 
Rudyard Kipling’s poem, ‘The (islanders.’’’ Mr. J. Wylie opposed, 
Tuere also spoke: Messrs. 8S. Davey, W. J. Boycott, C. Kains-Jackson, | 
and P. B. Walmsley. Mr. C. Ottaway replied, and the motion was carried | 
by two votes. 





THE SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


With the object of making it more useful, and arousing additional 
interest in the work of the association, the council have decided that as | 
far as practicable, mcnthly meetings of the members shall be held at | 
which doubtful points of practice, the lectures, questions on legal | 
enbjecte, and matters effecting the interests of members in particular, and | 


the profession generally, will be discussed. The first of such meeting: | 
will take place at 12, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, on I'ridey, the 28th inst, | 
st7 p.m ,and the subsequent m etings at the same hour on the dates | 
saniitened below: Monday, March 24th; Friday, April 25th; Friday, 
May 16th; Friday, June 20th; Friday, July 18th; Friday, August 15th ; 
Friday, November 21st; Friday, December 19th. 


LIVERPOOL AND DISTRICT ASSOCIATION OF LEGAL 
ASSISTANTS. 


A large gathering of the members of this association attended at the 
rooms of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, 10, Oook-street, on 
Thursday, the 20th inst., when Mr. J. A. Hartley, a member of the 
association, delivered the first part of his lecture on ‘‘ Admiralty Practice.”’ 
Mr. Hartley, who was listened to with great interest, treated the subject 
in a most able and lucid manner, and the members are looking forward 
with great interest to the second portion of the lecture. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs ExaMInaTION.—JANvARY, 1902. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


Fiest Oxass. 
[In order of Merit.] 


Lgonarp Wi.1i1aM Moorz, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
William Frederick Jacques, oi the firm of Mesers. F, V. Jacques, Olutton, 
& Jacques, of Bristol; and Messrs. Stow, Preston, & Oo., of London. 

Ernest Wii.1aM Birp, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis H. 
Kendall, of the firm of Messrs. Banks, Kendall, & Taylor, of Liverpool ; 
and Messrs. Cole & Jackzon, of London. 

Haroitp Arxryson Crawrorp, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Frederic Crawford, of Leeds; and Messrs. Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, & 
Kinder, of London, 

James Suaw, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Rust Jeffery, of the 
firm of Messrs. Taylor, Jeffery, & Jessop, of Bradford. 

Witii1am Cuartes Camm, who served his clerkship with Mr. Archibald 
Slater, of the firm of Messrs. Slater & Co., of Darlaston. 

Sreruen Hear, M.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Henry Woodcock Ryland, of the firm of Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland, & 
Parker, of London. 

Szconp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


John Arthur Stephen Baily, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Newton, of Wells, Somerset ; and Messrs, Turner & Oo., of London. 

Frederick Charles Boyes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Humphreys, of the firm of Grover, Humphreys, & Son, of London. 

Harry Scotchmer Gotelee, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Carter, of London. 

Tom Henry Hosegood, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Joyce, 
of the firm of Messrs. Ponsford, Joyce, & Davis, of Williton, Somerset ; 
and Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of London. 

Thomas Hulme, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Harwood 
of the firm of Messrs. Aston, Harwood, & Somers, of Manchester; an 
Messrs. Bower, Cotton, & Bower, of London. 

Charles Bennett Marshall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmund 
Strode, M.A., of the firm of Messrs. Bird, Strode, & Bird, of London. 

Frank Pick, who terved his clerkship with Mr. George Orombie, of 
York. 

John Ratcliffe Sampson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Newton Rhodes, of Bradford. 

‘Ihomas Fielden Taylor, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Frederick Verrall, of Worthing ; and Mr. John Hands, of London. 

George Herbert Watson, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Newby Watson, of Darlington. 

Tuirp Oxass. 
{In Alphabetical Order.] 

Richard Hughes Abell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Sidney Proctor 
Ryland, of Cheltenham ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 


Alexander Wynaud Findlay, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Daniel Wintringham stable and Mr. Wiiliam Gamble, both of 


| London. 


Robert Howard Furness, who served his clerkship with Mr. John James 
en, of the firm of Messrs. Rawsthorn, Ambler, & Booth, of 
’reston. 

Wallies William Penn Gaskell, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Ashurst, Morris, Orisp, & Co., of London. 

Edgar Arthur Kirby, B.A. (Lond.), who eerved bis clerkship with Mr. 
pe oo Soames, of the firm of Messrs. Soames, Edwards, & Jones, of 

mdon. 

James Elliott Mallinson, M.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with 
Mesers. Goble & Warner, of Fareham; and Mesers. Prior, Ohurch, & 
Adams, of London. 

Richard Thomas Morgan, who ter d his clerkship with Mr. E. Brassey, 
of Chester. 

Frederick Adam Corrie Redden, LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
pond Mr. Alfred Francis Fox, of the firm of Messrs. Fox & Preece, of 

ondon. 

David Edward Speight, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Henry 
Armitage, of Leeds. 

Hugh Kutherford Clunny Biden Steele, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Henry Privett Thurston, of Thornbury; and Mr. Walter Plomer 
Young, of London. 
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James Henry Sturgess, who served his clerkship with Mr. Olaude 
Barker, of Sheffield. 

Charles Sydney Thompson, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Charles Octavius Humphreys, of the firm of Messrs. C. O. Humphreys & 
Sion, of London. 

Alfred Wiltshire, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. Edward Albert Bell, 
of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Moore.—Prize of the Honourable Society of Olement’s-inn, 
value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon prize, value about 20 

ineas. 
e"To Mr. Bird.—The Prize of the Honourable Society of Olifford’s-inn, 
value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Crawford, Mr. Shaw, Mr. Camm, and Mr. Heap,—Prizes of the 
Incorporated Law Society, value 5 guineas 

To Mr. Boyes.—The Jobn Mackerill prize, value about £12. 

The Council have given clars certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Eighty-six candidates gave notice for examination. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 5th and 6th of 
February, 1902: 


Barnes, Ralph George 
Barrans, Benjamin Thomlinson 


McMullen, Edward Oarlyie 
Marsden, Thomas 


Batchelor, Spencer Martin Eyckholt Mathias-Thomas, Francis Edward 
Bradley, William Charles Lloyd 
Branston, Reginald Midgley, Thomas Arthur 
Brooke, Louis Miles, Ralph George 
Burt, Howard Frank Milns, John Arkle 
Carmichael, James Fell Scott Milsom, Algernon Charles 
Clarke, John Laurence Minor, Hugo Walford 
Cooney, John Fancourt Mitchell, Albert Jeffery 
Coupe, William Henry Nicoll, Alexander Vere 
Crebbin, Charles Ogdon, William Francis 
Creech, Charles Nugent Peers, Francis Robert 
Crocker, Archibald Thomas Povey-Harper, Kenneth 
Dollman, Henry Price, Thomas Ralph Plumer 
Drake, Frederic Augustus Richards, Thomas 
Falconer, John Philip Egerton Rivington, Albert Gibson 
gton, Ernest Roberts, Walter 


Rowlands, Montague Arthur 
Rutherford, Mark 
Seager, John Edward 
Shawcross, James 
Shephard, William Wood 
Smart, Harold Nevil 
Smith, Alfred Ernest Stanley 
Smitton, Ernest Olaud 
Stevens, Ed‘und Archibald 
Stewart, Charles = 
Stubbins, Geor; incent Bearparke 
Tahourdin, Gilbert Hadden 
Higham, Norman Marshall Tasker, Geoffrey Nowill 
Hills, Thomas Hyde Taylor, William Kingsley 
Holmes, Clement Elphinstone Rad- Taynton, Oyril Henry 

cliffe Tench, Richard Astley 


Farrin " 

Fisher, Francis Templer 
Flower, Frank 

Ford, Gervase Lawson 

Foster, Rennie James 

Gasking, Eustace William Trist 
Gordon, Leslie 

Gould, Eustace Arthur 

Green, David Johnston 
Greenhalgh, Leonard Wray 
Hadfield, William Bruce 
Harby, Ashley Robert Stephenson 
Harvey, Edward Dalton 


Holmes, Hogarth Topham, Ernest Kriiger 
Hoskinson, Edward Robert Trappes-Lomax, Robert Ignatius 
Hudleston, Harold Robert Tunbridge, Norley Frederick 
Ismay, John Turner, Cyril 

Johnson, Stanley Turner, Reginald Stanley 

Jones, Barry St P Vosper, Thomas 


Wallington, Raleigh 
Warmington, Louis Orispin 
Weekes, Percival Penkivil 
Whitehead, Herbert Vaughan 
Wigfull, Charles Stuart 

Wig: ton, Nigel Stuart 
Wilson, Gilbert Moore 

Wood, Charles Herbert 


Jordan, Fred Alma 
Kay, Edwin Ody 

ji, Yoosuf Iemail Abdoolabhai 
Layton, ee Benedict 

h-Clare, d Leigh 

Limmer, Charles William 
Liversage, John Robert 
Livesey, Richard Edmondson 
Calcraft, Charles Yorke Lucas 





T. H. Cleaver, and W. H. Ooley, and in the negative Mesers. T. P. 
D , S.J. Grey, T. Oliver Lee, A. G. Mattey, J. W. Hallam (hon. 
member), and E. A. B. Cox. tp, the pola wan decided in the. moat 


and the chairman had summed up, the ee 
by a majority of one. The meeting ted with a vote af 
to the chairman. 








~ 


COMPANIES. 
MARINE AND GENERAL MUTUAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY 


At the recent annual meeting of this society, the chairman, in 
rising to move the adoption of the report, said : I would like to express, 
on behalf of my colleagues and on behalf, too, of the members of 





the society, the great sorrow that we feel at the loss of our late 
-culieegee, - John agg Monckton. Sir John ——— —_ 
| the board of our scciety at my own request, as representative o' 

| Briton ”” office, when we tcok over that buriness; and as everyone 
| knows he was not only a capable man of affairs, but was gifted with 
‘ @ genial humour and Jonhommie that enabled him to play a distinguished 
part in avy society into which he might be thrown. I am sure 
it would not be well that this meeting should pass by without my 
stating how much we sympathize with his family in the great loss that 
they have sustained. I will now turn briefly to the figures that have 
been placed before you. The year 1901 has been on the whole a satisfactory 
year for this office ana the insurance world in general. We have accepted 
during last year policies to the extent of £264,470, as against £235,082 in 
the previous year. That, gentlemen, iso far satisfactory, and from my 
own point of view, what is still mére satisfactory. I think, is 
in my opinion at all events, the quality of the business submitted 
| to us in 1901 is even superior to the business offered in the previous year. 
| Now, you will see by the accounts that our premium income this 
| year, of which I am now speaking, amounts altogether to £110,173. I 
| was ‘looking back to the accounts of the year in which I first had the 
| Ronen of becoming chairman of this society, and I find that our 
| premium income was only a little over £33,000; 80 that at all events we 
| have made a fair, if not a progress during the last fourteen 
| years. I need say notbing more with regard tothe premium income, 
| but this—which I think is a matter of importance to bring 


E 





to your notice 
—namely, that our insurance fund bas kept pace steadily in respect 
of our insurance premiums. For example: going back six years to 


1895, we find that in that year, when our mium income was 
£78,147, our funds amounted to £768,981. ow in the oe 
year the premium income, as I have stated, is £110,173, 
the insurance fund amounts to the full proportion of £1,100,728. 
Turning from the premium income to the claims which we have ery this 
oe 
we 


B 


year, we have £43,540 in claims, and I am glad to say 

amount is only two-thirds of the sum which we considered 

provided for, and which we might have if necessary, without 
any drawback to our business. Farther, it is satisfactory to note that 
the sum thus paid is made up toa large extent on policies falling in on 
very old lives. So that, as a matter of fact, we have received in interest 
and premiums almost as much as we have been required to disburse. 

the operations on the whole we find that while we paid £43,540, we had 
actually received in premiums and interest up of £38,000. 
is a gratifying record as far as the work of the year is concerned. 
Now I come to the lus which we carry forward, which is necessarily 
of importance. I find that the surplus is £70,216—that is, it is the 
largest amount which this society has yet carried from one year to 
another—and it , a8 you see, our total insurance fund up to 
very respectable total of £1,100,728. Now, with regard to the 

value of our investments, I may tell you that on the 3lst of 


te 


December we were short by something like £14, That is a totally 
different experience to that which we have been accustomed for 
many years, and it has always been a for me to say 


great satisfaction 
that we had in the market value as compared with the book value of 
our investments a very considerable reserve—a reserve which I need 
scarcely say we have never employed in the working of our business— 
but a reserve which was always highly ——— > look upon, either 
from a near or distant point of view. This £14,000 however we did not 
write off on the 31st of her last for two reasons. , we were 
as certain as we could well be we should speedily recover the market 
value, and secondly, on a strict examination of the 
securities and the price at which they stood on the 6th of February, 


4 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Soctrty.—Feb. 18.—Ohairman, Mr. W. Arnold | 
Jolly.—Dr. OC. Herbert Smith read a paper on ‘The Procedure of the | 
King’s Bench Division,’’ and concluded by a ** That, in the opinion | 
of this House, the practice and procedure in the King’s Bench Division of | 
the High Oourt of Tastice calle for immediate and drastic reform.’’ Mr. 
G. W. Powers opposed. The following members also spoke: Mesars. 
Richardson, R. P. Groom-Johnson, Bishop, J. F. Eales, W. M. Pleadwell, 
A. 0. Dowding, and Nash. Mr. Herbert Smith replied and the motion 
was carried by ten votes. 

BrasincuaM Law Srupenrs’ Soctery.—A meeting was held in the Law 
Library, Bennetts-bill, Birmingham, on Tuesday evening, the 18th inst., 
W. J. Gandy .» presiding. A debate took place on the following 


int: “That the decision in Smout v. Iibery was wrong.”’ The speakers 
the affirmative were Mesers. W. O. Camm, A. E. Coley, E. A. Gatele 


ney, 





we found we had reco 
hundreds in addition. Therefore, 
been quite superfluous. And when I tell you that our marketab 
securities amount al 

you know the very serious ciation w haa tofeen ines Ba 
are called “gilt-edged securities’’ of every description, ape os 
the whole you will consider it very gratifying that we have no 

loss to report to you under that head, in fact, no loss at all at 
moment on the whole of that large investment. We have, however, had 
a loss in connection with our revenue. You know, of course, that railwa 
securities have taken a turn in a direction which we are not at all 

tomed to. We have also had to pay, as you are 

tax, so that we find that our income for the year from our investments, 
while it amounts to £39,964, is only £250, or thereabouts, 
income of the previous year; while of course if rail 

had maintained their normal dividend, and if the of the Exchequer 
had not imposed an additional income tax, we 
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better off. I Lave now spoken on all the leading features of your business 
for the last year. There is only one other point which I will mention and 
that is the ratio of our cen to our premium income; and that, I am 
glad to say, is one which shews during the last year another slight economy 
beyond that previously obtained. We are working at a lower rate than 
we have worked at previously, and I think 1 am right in saying that this 
lower rate is some 7 per cent. or 8 cent. lower than it was when I first 
occupied the chair of this board, but that rate by no means satisfies your 

or your actuary, who are desirous of, if possible, achieving a lower 
ratio of expenditure in proportion to income. 

Mr. J. Hernert Tritton (deputy-chairman) seconded the motion, which 
was carried unanimously. 

Two of the retiring directors having been re-elected, 

Mr. J. Hernert Tritron rose to move the re-election of Sir Thomas 
Sutherland, G.C.M.G., LL.D. (chairman), as a director of the society. 
The society was perfectly safe in the hands of Sir Thomas Sutherland, and 

itwas to be fervently hoped that he might long remain at the helm to 
conduct the affairs of the society. 

The resolution was patsed by acclamation. 

The retiring auditors having been duly re-elected, a vote of thanks to the 
chairman and directors closed the proceedings. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Harry Frecktrron Gansny, solicitor, Town Clerk of Derby, was 
accidentally drowned while fishing in the River Dove on Monday last. He 
was the son of Mr. John Gadsby, solicitor, Town Clerk of Derby, and was 
educated at Derby School, and afterwards went to Jesus College, Cambridge, 
On leaving the university he was articled to bis father. He was admitted 
in 1876, and at once joined his father’s business. In July, 1879, 
Mr. Jobn Gadsby retired from the town clerkship, and Mr. H. F. 
Gadsby was appointed to succeed him. He was also clerk to 
the savitary authority and clerk of the peace for the borough. His 
knowledge of municipal law was undoubtedly very considerable, says the 
Derby Daily Telegraph and he applied himself to the mastery of special 
business with equal success. During the past year the promotion of the 
Derby Corporation Bill in Parliament involved a vast amount of special 
work and responsibility, and there is a consensus of opinion that Mr. 
Gadsby discharged his duties in that direction with marked zeal and 
assiduity. In fact he was afterwards publicly thanked by the then mayor 
for the energetic manner in which he had watched the interests of the 
town in the committee rooms at St. Stephen’s. He and his partner, Mr. 
T. W. Coxon, had an extensive private practice. At the Derby police- 
court on Tuesday morning the mayor said that, as town clerk and clerk of 
the peace Mr. (iadsby was not officially connected with that court, but he 
= well known to the whole of the magistrates, and highly esteemed by 

em. 


With great regret, shared by a large number of the frequenters of 
Lincoln’s-inn, we have to record the death, on the 25th ult., at bis 
residence, 55, Argyll-road, Kensington, of Mr. Henry Caaries Hutt, 
barrister-at-law, of 6, Stone-buildings. Mr. Hull, it is believed, was in his 
usual good healih until about three weeks ago. He was the only son of the 
late Rev. Henry William Hull, of Speldhurst, Kent, and was born in the 
year 1833. He took, with classical honours, the degree of B.A. in the 
University of London in 1853, having been on the 5th of November, 1852, 
entered as a student of the Inner Temple, and he was called to the bar 
in 1855. In law he was a pupil of Mr. John Rudall, and he obtained 
& considerable practice as a conveyancer and equity drafts- 
man. A man of sound sense and kind heart and speech, he was 
highly respected and much liked. Few who knew him will fail 
to feel they have lost a friend. In 1862 Mr. Hull married Fanny 
Amelia, the second daughter of the Rev. P. C. Law, rector of North 
Repps, Norfolk. Mrs Hull died about nineteen years ago, and Mr. Hull 
leaves five children His only son, Major O P. A. Hull, is an officer in the 
Royal Scots Fusiliers. In the spring of 1900, when he was adjutant of his 
regiment, he was wounded in the battle of Pieter’s Hill, fougnt to relieve 
Ladysmith. For his services he received in November, 1900, a brevet- 
majority, and is now a specially selected student of the Steff College. Of 
Mr. (Hull’s four daughters, one is marricd to Mr. Graham Keith, of 
Chancery: lane, solicitor. 





GENERAL, 


The Lord Chancellor has had a slight attack of influenza, but on 
Thursday was reported to be convalescent. 


A New York telegram states that Mr. Justice (iray, of the United States 
Supreme Court, has had a paralytic stroke. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Joyce will be the Easter Vacation Judge, 
and that he will attend at King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, 
the 3rd of April next. 


The Master of the Rolls has been elected a member of the Council of the 


Selden fociety in succession to Mr. Justice Wills, who has been elected 
vice-president of the society. 


Mr. John Dyson, solicitor, of 33 and 34, Kennedy-street, Manchester, 
was murdered or Friday lest by his late butler, who, while attempting to 
escape and firing at the police, was, as the coroner's jury found, killed by 
the police in the execution of their duty and in defence of their lives. 


The County Justices’ Clerks Bill was read a second time in the House of 
Commons on Wednesday. 


A witness in a case in the Isle of Man Chancery Court on Wednesday, 
was, says the Daily Mail, arrested in court on civil process in another 
action. The judge was informed of this by one of the counsel engaged in 
the case, who contended that a witness was protected from such an arrest 
while going to a place of trial and while going home. The judge ordered 
the man’s release. 


The Cunadian Law Review reports the following conversation: 
‘‘Tlave you fixed up my will?’’ said the sick man to Lawyer Quillins, 
“Yes.” “Everything as tight as you can makeit?’’ ‘' Entirely so.” 
“* Well, now, I want to ask you something—not professionally, but asa 
plain, everyday man. Who & you honestly think stands the best show 
for getting the property ?’’ 


Mr. Charles Falkland Monckton, the s-cond son of the late Town Clerk 
of the City, will oe himself as a candidate for the post rendered vacant 
by the death of his father. Mr. Monckton was admitted a solicitor in 
February, 1887, and in 1894 he was appointed clerk to the justices of the 
City of London in special sessions and clerk of the Police Summons Court, 
In 1900 he was appointed clerk to the Lieutenancy of the City. 


In connection with a pending brewery flotation, a well-known industrial 
promoter, says the Financial News, had to make a large payment as caution. 
money to an old-fashioned firm of solicitors in the country. ae 
he sent his brother down with the money in ten notes of £1,000 each. 
brother duly called upon the solicitors, announced his errand, and was 
asked to take a seat. Forthwith he proceeded to remove his boots, and 
then his socks, producing five of the notes from each sock. At this 
juncture the lawyer rang the bell violently, quite startling the promoter’s 
emissary. ‘‘ I hope there’s — matter,” said he. “Oh! nothing 
the matter!’ was the reply “Mr. Jones”’ (addressing the clerk who 
entered in response to the bell), ‘‘ just bring in a pair of tongs and count 
these notes.”’ 


‘‘A Barrister,” writing to the Daily Mail on Mr. Justice Wright's 
remarks to the convict Apted immediately prior to passing sentence of 
death : “‘ You had an opportunity provided by law of going into the 
witness-box and giving evidence, and you were not able to avail yourself 
of it,’? says that the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, whereby it was alone 
possible for Apted to speak on his own behalf, expressly states that, ‘‘ The 
failure of any person charged with an offence, to give evidence, shall not 
be made the subject of any comment by the prosecution.’”’ It was never 
the intention of the Legislature that the failure to give evidence should 
prejudice the prisoner. To-day Mr. Justice Wright declares himself 
unfavourably impressed by Apted’s silence; to-morrow it will be the j 
of some future prisoner that will surrender their minds to so illegal a 
unfair a prejudice. [It is the prosecution only who are debarred from 
commenting on the matter; we do not see how the learned judge was 
precluded from dcing so after verdict. ] 


The decision of the Calcutta High Oourt in what is known as the Lyall 
case has, says the Times, awakened echoes of the memorable controversy 
which during Lord Ripon’s Viceroyalty raged round the “‘Tlbert Bill,” 
and for many weeks past has been a discussed by the Anglo-Indian 
and native Press, especially of Bengal. It is a case in which the Deputy- 
Commissioner of Nowgong, sitting as sessions judge, found himself unable 
to concur in the verdict of acquittal unanimously agreed upon by a jury, 
consisting of three Europeans and two Indians, in respect to a 
of participation in rioting brought against Mr. Lyall, on whose 
tea estate the disorder occurred. Under section 307 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code the ses: ions judge submitted the case to the High Oourt, 
and Justices Prineep and Stephen, in the exercise of the powers the section 
confers, over-rode the verdict of the jury, and sentenced Mr. Lyall to a 
month’s simple imprisonment and to pay a fine Rs. 1,000. Mr. Lyall 
petitioned the Indian Government, but Lord Curzon refused to exercise 
the prerogative invoked. The European and Anglo-Indian Defence 
Association has now followed up its memorial in support of the un- 
successful petition with one dealing with the general legal aspects of the 
decision, which is declared to be subversive of the principles hitherto 
observed by the High Courts in such cases regarding the weight to 
be attached to the verdict of a jury, and on the compromise agreed upon 
when the “‘ Ibert Bill’’ controversy wasclosed. The amendments of the 
law effected on the recommendations of the Jury Oommission were 
not intended, it is urged, to alter or detract from the weight which had up 
to the date of their passing been attached to the verdict of juries. The 
association cannot believe it is the intention of Government, or was the 
intention at the law was amended, to minimiz3 the protection extended to 
European British subjecta by the compromise on the ‘‘ Iibert Bill”? The 
memorialists prefer to think that the amendments in question have not the 
effect claimed for them, or that if the High Court ruling is correct, t 
effected results which the Government neither anticipated nor inten 
In either event, they pray that the law may be so altered us to make it 
clear that the verdicts of juries are not to be set aside, except in cases of 
perversity or of manifest or unreasonable error. 








Wakrnine Tro Inrenpina Hover Purcuasurs AnD Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 








Reported upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engin Co, (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Telegrams: Sanitation, London. 
\ minster.—[Apyr. 








Telephone: 316 West. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Bora or ReomwrTnars m ATTENDANOR oO” 














Emuencercy Arrzau oon Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. Kexewics. Byrras. 
8 Mr. King Mr. oy Me. Charch 
G M1 B. Leach King 
Jack: Church 
Church B. Leach King 
W. Leach Church 
Pemberton R. Leach King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Paswe.u. Buck.ey. Joyce, Swinren Eavy. 
3 Mr, Pemberton Mr. Pugh Mr. Greswell Mr. Carrington 
Jackson W. yy 
Pemberton Pugh Greswell R. 
Jackson W. Leach Beal 
Pemberton Pagh Greswell Farmer 
Jack, Carrington ‘W. Leach Godfrey 














THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


*. E, Fosrsrn & Cranrizip, at the Mart, at 12:—The Leases and 
Hackney, with all fh 
2, 


March 4,—Mesers, 
Grete te Siate of a Mineral Water Manufacturer, at 
or in Lots, ae 


eqedeneen, oe a ging concern 
_ London. x advertisement, this week, back Ease) 
—Messrs. E. Foster & Cranrievp, at the at 2 :—Freehold 
= at a bailt in the Early lle, 
Solicitor, ear, , London —Freeho! 
Camberwell, Forest B 
oy Ww. B. Styer, Eq (See advertisements, this = —_ page 
* Londoa. 
March 6.— Messrs. HL. E . Foster & Cranviexp, at the Mart, at 2p. , 


See eewct Fan’ of £3,500; life aged 73. Solicitors, Mesars. H. & C, Collins, 


To One- of a Trust Fund of £8,000 India, 3 per ant. Set: indy aged 40. 
Bo! Messrs. Pears, Ellis, & a, oe ee Eidridges, L 

To One-twenty-fourth i One-twenty-eighth of a Trust Fund a nineee 

- aloes Solicitors, Messrs. Hollams, ‘Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, 


To Onefourth of a Trust Fund of £36,809; lady aged 66. Solicitors, Messrs. 
&8 . Barrison & Co., London. 
LIFE INTERESTS 
woe lady ay aged ‘42, io Fool at Kingston-on- producing £130 per 


Thames, 
Oldfield, dey) & Oldfielaé, London. 
or agente aged, Cols prodg £50 per apnum, 
esars. Nicholeon 


Fuller, 
POLICIBS: 4 £12,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1 Solicitors, M 
Graham, & Graham, Mesors. id Rigdell & Go., and Messrs. Tippetta, all of 
London ; and H. E B. Rackham, Eaq., Norwich. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fainay, Feb. 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1x CHANCERY. 

A.reep Haut & Warxer, Lucurep —Creditors are required, on or bape March 12, to 
send their names resses, and the particulars of their debts o: to Elkanah 
Mosidntesh Bharp, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham. Maddocks, Coventry, solor for 

Nass 0ORLI8 Mint anv Iron Kino Gov Minzs, samp one arnt are required, on or 
before March 265, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, <n Lacks Combai Jehasen, Beant Broad st House. Mayo & Co, Drapers’ gdns, eolor 


for liquidator 
PickstEy, 81s, & Co, Linrrzp —Creditors are required, on or before April 4, to send their 
and addresses 


names , and the pereemes of their debts or claims, to Edwin Guthrie, 
71, King st, Sale & oe nnchesten, solors for liquidators 

Rogs Timer Co, Liar —Cretito’ are required, onor before April 5, to send their 
names and and the pastioulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Luke 


Sowter and Wi'liam Campion, 25, Irongate, Derby 

“To-Day” PusLishinG SyNvICATS, nett = 4 for windinz i ees Feb 20, 
dirested to be heard on Marché Field & Co, Lincole’s inn fields, solors for petner. 
Moties of sgesteing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’c'ock in the after- 
noon 0} 

Vaart Biver Mrverars Syxoicats, Lowrep—Petn for winding up, presented ™ A, 
directed to be haard on March 6, Flux & Oo, East India av, pee yee. 5 
oe arentios must reach the ab»ve-aamed not latsr thaa 6 o’clock in afterno na = 

ch 5 


Unumirep 1x CHANCERY. 
Licurietp Marxat Hatt ann Cory Bxcuanos Co -Creditors are required, on or before 
March 81, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
catms, to Walter Brocksom, 6, Market st, Lichtleld 
London Gazette,—Tuxspay, Feb. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Luourep iy CHaNncerRyY. 

Canrers’ Union Coat Co, Lanene—<(nepaen ee 5 


the r name: and addiees -s, and the SS ee abts or claims, to Jonn Parr, 
Spinners’ Hall. 8t ’a rd, Bolto: 

CuLtisewortx Gas Co, a er are rp ey or before March 29, to send 
a eS dresses, and of the ir debts oF or claims, to Mr George 


Halifax Commercial Bank chmors, Bradford. Taylor & Co, Bradford, solors 


Feb 18, 
ers. Notice 
af ernoon of 


al 
for liquidator 
Day Wasnixe Goud Reovorion Co, Lintrsp—Petn for 
directed to be heard March 6. Westbrook, 84, Chancery In, 
5 apes wnt seul Ub chevouanee nt later than 6 o'clock in the 
Teh 
a Berogru Crus Buitoixes Co, Linrrgp— Je ditors are required, oa vt before 
‘thursday, April 10, to send their nimes addresses, + particulars of thir 
debts or claims, to John William Fairorother, 4, Harrington “4 Liverpool. S&fton, 
léverpool, solor for the Senigater P me 
sAMD Turatee, Istinaron, Lamirep—Petn for winding up. presented 24, directed 
to be on March 13, Weob-Ware, 23, st, Strand, solor fur the 
no. Slice of epentiog mat reach 


dhe abeee baled wat later han 14 cerpen 


Homsre & bap eared Somenae inp Weabetaey emnamen) Quin are ee 


pty why ye io, Seth parsde: Mottinguae” 


Kixe’s Sawirany Ap By. , Linrrep -Credit 
Sica it ee ae Senet crete enttareaes Gh ad" Seca 
r) 

Waterson, East India Dock rd, solors to liquid: ad 

Prokbces Gotp Recovsry Synorcars, Lauren — oD 
directed heard March 6. a) & Oo, 5 and 6 Great 
the above-named not 
‘ree Dyzine axp CLEANING =O lomsen Cota ome are required, on or 


to send their names and addresses, and the of 
pe aa nnn Desew, 14: Brown st, Manchester. fe Harts Maschocton 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Fuipvar, Feb. 7. 

Crutcuisy, CHARLES Loess, Geatele of the West African Frontier Force BE weas 
Cvoke v Straker, winfoa Rete 3 Allan, Old Serjeants’ inn, Chancery lane 

ae ar, Torquay March 4 Tucker v Earle, Buckley, J Mackenzie, 

London Gazette,—Tunspay, Feb, 25, 
Lawury, Hon Fraxcis Cuan, Sideup, Kent “March 24 Zaiser v Lawley, Kekewich, J 


st, 
Liu wry Wiiiiam, Lower Deptford, Timber Merchant March 25 Duus, 
i ‘Brown, & PE i ae a eB 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb 14. 
Armstroxe, Joux Kuicut, hts ene April 30 Trafford & ot Ty Northwich 


Arno_p, Grorcz, Wi Manufacturer March Slater & Co, 
Darlaston 

Barnaby, Henry, March 80 Woods & Co, Brighton 

Paes sert Tacx Cleckheaton, Yorks Fob 6 Rishazde & Hunt, Ashton under 14 ng 

Bre.sy, Wises and Ganvet Ba Brgvey, Norton Woodseats, Derby March 31 Gou'd & 


Coombe, 
March & 
Bueyxiy, x: Bows Le Scarborough 20 Bowling & Sons, Jate Pe 


Bearen } Mary, Rid; March 25 Giles, Ellesmere 
Brown, Bensamry, ee March 1 Morgan, threwsbury 
er Jouy Surruers, Ealing Dean March 12 Carthew & Wheeler, Verulam bidgs, 


Ooamm, “on Wolverhimpton, Jeweller March 15 Willcock & Taylor, Wolver- 


Cyrner, James, Cheltenham March 25 Strond, eee 


vD Grorex, 8t John’s, Kent, March 15 Fiadgate & ct, Charing cross 
avin ee Oe en Denton tment Y “Lotus & Jecm wathes Tyan 
Deang, Tuomas, Guarensads March 25 Hatten, Gravesend 


Evans, Wituiam Swars3a, Ironmopger’s Assistant Aprill feline, Swanses 
Puy, W hwee wail, Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 
vor. Joux, Wigan, ~~. ino Merchant Marah 3 —— . 


aa sisteitan Bega Bic ae agg ema, Ob. Beighton April 20 
NTLE, ARTHUR 
BEMAD reabficlds, New Bank bidgs, Old Jewry : 


Guoveny Sones Caen. Manrcarer, Prestwich, nr Manchester March 21 Chapman & Oo, 


Susrex, Builder iets Brill. Brighton 
a Se bean March 56 Woolmough & Lo, Bury & 


831 Stevens & Co, Brighton 
& Co, Vincent aq, Westmios‘er 
asbive unter Leas . 


Gov.ey, 4 Bars’ 
Goooricu, WILLIAM, 
Edmunds 


Baise, Evizavera Pincxyey, re Ley | 
Haynes, Wiiiiam. Harrow A Nevinson & 
Bipuaven Mary Axx, ethene “Merch 1 ¥ 
Hue, 8.8an Any, Stretford, Lancs Feo 26 Powna! 
Kexty, Bicuanp Epwanp, Beading Feb28 Pheasant, Adelphi 
Kenpaty, Mary Leonora, Brighton March 31 James & Janes, Ely pl, Holborn circus 
Lamserru, Susan, Chichester March 24 Sowton & C :, Chichester 

K, SaRa Ann, Ashton uoder March 29 Whitworth & Co, Ashton und.r Lyne 
LonspALg, Joun, Chelsea Lonsdale, Adam at, Adelphi 
Vor, Exizapers, Thorn’ ota, tae March 3\ Elliot, Stockton on Tess 
Seem Many Luss, wax 19 Eldridge, Poole 
Nv, @ronce, Epsom, Builder March13 Whi'e, Epsom 
O'Loventrx, Masy Howorta, Oourtfeld rd, South Kensington March 25 Foyer & 

Hor Essex st, strand 


orjera, 

0: , Exoca, Wombri Balop March 16 Holmes, Oakeagates 
One, Gonos EDWARDS, be March 17 Melior, Oidbam 
Percy, Wittiam. Bed i ora sand, Rio March 31 Webb, Morpeth 
| Nata gg Cocos apa —— msn & Go, Bil mw, Lewes 

RIDEAUX RaNCES, Bristot 
Paixe, Joan rede = Brixham, Devon Bing mee pa 
Raw inson, Tomas, Milton next Loin bog > March 2 
Rickman, Gzrarp, Ant nio, Jamaica March og hy «& page 8p ing gins 


8 , Aun EB Balbam March 13 eo 

mere, Ainare cornia, Preston, Llcsnsed Cateye Lincota' 
BSxrcru, Gauver, Heswall, March 15 Rages, Rew Sow ‘es ian 
SS Mincing In, Commission Hotiams & Co, 
Tauamay, Ross Maniz Lovuiss, Weymouth March 25 Guillaume & 820s, Bournemouth 
Wasser, 8arau, Bradford on Avon Aprill0 Sparks, Beadfsrd on Avon 








Younes, Carmanin® Exizavera, Sheflidd March 31 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 
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, AB, : ton Pet Feb 18| Gonz, W , We Railway Police Constable 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. a ena thenceaeledagelien “Starch io at it “Of Boo, ‘tation nl, , Gloucester 
Carrer, Gzrorck, Essex rd, Islington, Builder High Court | Green, Cuances Bean, Washingboro’ Lincs, Joiner 
London Gasett.—Turspay, Feb, 18. Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 Feb 28 at 11.80 Off Rec, 31, Silver m9 _ See 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baitzy, Joseru, Leicester, Advertising Agent Leicester 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Bagser, Tuomas Farpenic, Carlton Colville, Suffolk, 

cial Traveller Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 13 

Ord Feb 13 

Bassit, Samver Wuittey, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, 
Farmer 8t Albans Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 13 

Biccs, Fraxx Lewis, Bath, Pawnbroker Bath Pet 
Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Davizs, Evan, Quaker’s Yard, Glam, Innkeeper Ponty- 
pridd Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 13 

Daviss, Heyry Evans, Swanses, Grocer 
Jan 29 Ord Feb 13 ‘ 

Davies, Joun Henry, Liverpool, Coal Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 13 

Dinewatt, Etat AxpReEw, Crowle, Lincs, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Exuiott. Hanoip, Amberley, Sussex, Farmer Brighton 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 : 

Everett, Freperick, Harlesden, Hardware Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb3 Ord Feb14 

Faxes. Goss, Sunderland, Yeast Merchant Sunderland 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 ; 

Fixx, Henry Gronce, Brenzett, Kent, Farmer Hastings 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Feb 13 

Froemixa, Frepenick Witwiam, Portland, Dorset, General 
Oealer Dorchester Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Fustcaer, a » High Wycombe Aylesbury Pet Doc 
31 


Gitmax, Rosert Henry, and Jonn Wittiam Gitmas, 
Hanley, Clothiers Hanley Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 13 
Gore, Witiiam, Red Gill, Worcester, Railway P lice 
Constable Gloucster Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Gresx, Cuaates Beax, Washingborough, Lincs, Joiner 
Lincoln Pet Feo i3 Ord Feb 13 

Hanznisox, Joszra, Gt Yarmouth, General Dealer Gu 
Yarmouth PetFebS Ord Feb 14 

Hanraisox, Samvet Hyman, Norwich, Metal Merchant 
Norwich PetJan18 Ord Feb 15 

Hay, Wit.1am, South Shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Feb 11 

Haywvar, ALrrep ALLEYNE DimspaLe. Minshead, Somer- 
eet Taunton Pet Feb 15 O:d Feb 15 

Horyoake, Wituiam, Sheepy . Leicester, Blask- 
smith Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Hoskixe, Ricuaagp, Banwell, es Builder 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb10 Ord Feb! 

Hupsoyx, Wiii1am Gaiusuaw, Svipley, Yorks, Publican 
Bradford Pet Jani8 Ord Feb 1 

Hvucues, Sauce, Treherbert, = ag Draper Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Hust, Wit1am, Sheffield, Furnace Builder Sheffield Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Joxes, Tuxornitus, Ynysybwl, Gem, Baptist Minister 

Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 

Kxort, ILLIAM Heneay Sypney, Exeter, 
Exeter Pet Feb13 (rd Fed 13 

Lang, CHan.ts, by pa Pig Feeder Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 

Laws, Grorcr poset, at Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 

Leve.t, Jonx, Kirtlies eaeaign, Farmer Cambridge 
Pet Feb 13. Ord Feb 13 

Lioyp, Jous, Wresham, Denbigh. Farnitu e Dealer 

Wrexham Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

McMayy, Panxer. Stockton on Tes, Fruiterer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Mavpocas, Josera Taxivm, Merrebrook, Sheffield, Com- 
mercial Clerk Sh-ffied Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

—— serene, Bread et High Court Pet Jan 1 Ord 
ebl4 

Moorz, Gronce, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Com- 
mercial Traveller Salford Pet Jan23 Ord Feb 15 

Muppimax, Joszrn Essex, Aston, Warwick, Baker Bir- 
mingha 


Swansea Pet 


Plumber 


m Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 14 
Nansox, Hexny,G: Winche:ter st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet June12 Ord Feb 12 
Pzansox, Bovext, Bramley, Leeds, Fried Fish Dealer 
Leeds Pet Feb13 Ord Feo 13 
Posttetawaitz, Joun Witwiam, Fenchurch st High 
Court Pet Uct28 Ord Fe>14 
Retrez, Wit.iam, Somerset, Dairyman Yeovil Pet 
Jan 11 Ord Feb 12 
Rovgrrs, Atyxev Epwis, Leicester, Plumber Leicester 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Sacspers, Hewxry, = Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Febil Ord Feb1 
Livergool Pet 


Suzenan, Govrzry, ‘Liverpoo, Grocer 
Jan 22 Ord Feb 


Syxes, Hexny Cuttin, Kaaresb rough, Tailor York Pet 
Febili Ord Feb 
Trxrett, Joux f onde East Ham, Meat Salesman High 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Fed 14 
mw, Atrgep, Knarethorovgh York Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 14 
Weexes, Witt Weymouth, Job Master Dorchester 
w Feb 5 Ord yy ~ Hey, = 
TLLIAMS, ~prs elley, Notts ottingham Pet 
Feb14 Ord Feb1 en 
Whuuuems, Kare tein. Fiint, Wine Merchant 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
—— Tuomas, Middlesbrough, Grocer Middlesbrough 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Bones, tom, Bolton, Coal Carter Bolton Pet Feb 17 
Bartow, eo Seutatign, Grocer Stourbridge Pet 


Febis 0 
Bareuxen, Ayxiz, Shoreditch, Toy Dealer High Court Pet 
Be gd - ty tay Greta Bride, Yorks, F. M 
ows, Jonus Gnoncek, ie Bes or. arm Manager 
Stockton on Tees’ Pet Feb 17 Feb 17 





CorsrortTH, ALEXANDER . samen Newtown Newtown 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 1 
Cox, CuanLes Henry, } Arms, Salop, Bookseller 
‘Leominster Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
Cross, Tuomas Sampson, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet Feb 
17 Ord Feb 17 
Dacomsz, ALrrep Husert, ae, Dorset, Builder 
Poole Pet Feb 17 os Feb 1 
Evans, Evan, loam, Carmarthen, Carpenter 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Gisson, Ropert, Walthems‘ +3  meamend Porter High 
Court Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 
Gurppex. Mary Bansvry, Newlyn, oy Sem, Pork 
Butcher Traro Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 
Cuere, Wits, Workington Canberlan, Grocer 
Workington Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 
Grauam JOBNSTON Fe ge Sesaiedten rd, Public house 
Broter High Court Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Hampsoy, WitLiaM James, Woodley, Plumber 
Stockport Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
a | ae Brighton Brighton Pet Feb 17 Ord 
Feb 
Hewpy, a Cadoxton oy pare ~~. House 
Pointer Cardiff Pet Feb 17 Ord F 
Hitton, WILiiaM i. Derby, i ¥eb i Derby 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 
Hoare, STEPHEN, Buckfastleigh Plymouth Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 
Joun, James Tuomas, Rouge, Shop Assistant Swansea 
Pet fhe 19 Ord Feb1 
Jones, Joun Epwarp, on Spon, Drug Dealer 
Bangor Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 
Kyow ss, Wittiam, Wolstanton, Btaifs, Builder Hanley 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Laps, Avs Rose, Guildford st. Russeil sq, Reseling house 
Keeper High Court Pet Feb17 Ord Feb t 
—— Tuomas, Nottingham, Hosiery Seeder 
tingham Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
mm ., Joun Witiuam Ci ae, Broughton, Salford 
Salford Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 
Mackxeitt, Henry WI iam, Kintbury, Berks, Baker 
Newbury Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 15 
Marttuews, Hersert, Ossett, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury 
Pet Feb i7 Od Feb 17 
Pace, Tuomas Hanry, Market Rasen, Lincs, Watchmaker 
Lincoln Pet Feb'17 Ord Feb 17 
Passmas Jonx WILLIAM, Midalesbroueh 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb18 Ord Féb 
Perper, Joun Rosert, Kingston upon Hull, ‘Dock Labourer 
—_ m upon Hull Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
Perry, Witi1am Bung, Hoole, Chester, General rr 
Chester Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Pett, Epwarno Georce Layxon. St Pomel, Cornwall, 
— aan Pet aod iy Ord Feb 1 
Pai.uirs, cis, Ringwo 
fates" Pet Jan 15 Ord Fe 18 
Ransuty, Warten Torpine, Princes ae Holloway 
High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Febj1 
Raypen, Frank, Calvert’s buildings am High st, Hop 
Factors High Court Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 19 
Rosinxson, Faancis Taomas, Bretford, ur Fae ng Farmer 
Coventry Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 17 
Se.vars, Wittiam Heney, Grange an Farm, nr Rother- 
ham, Yorks, Farmer Sheffield Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
Srayicayp, Grorce Wituiam, Croxton Kerrial Leicester, 
Farmer Nottingham Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
ear Lng Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Feb 18 
r 18 
Tuomas, i Quaker’s yard, Glam, Collier Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Tuorse, Epwis Ricuarp, ington, Kent, Builder 
Croydon Pet Feb 17 Ord Fe 
Tiznnan, James, Poulton le Fylde, * Builder Preston 
Pet Febé Ord Feb 18 
twas, Tuomas, Bolton, Dyer Bolton Pet Feb6é Ord 


Feb 19 

Vay Ey«x, Joun C, Hatherton, Staffs, Schoolmaster Wol- 
verhampton Pet Jan 2” Ord Feb 15 

Vasey, Onenza, Scarborough, oy in Horses Scar- 
borough Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 

Waro.e, ALrRep, yap oon, ee High Court 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Feb 

Wanmay, Percy | eady "Cricklewood, Middlesex High 
Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Wituuss, Joun Epwarp, Crowland, Lincs. Potato Mer- 
chant Peterborough Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bawks, JAMES, —. Coal Carter March 3 at 11 19, 
Exchange st, 

Beacie, Georce Hexny, Lincoln March 6at12 Off Rec, 
31, Silver st, 

Bremner, ANvIE, ‘Shoreditch, Toy Dealer March 4 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca 7 st 

Brett, Joux. Norwich, Blacksmith March 3 at 12 Off 
Rec, a Bins S, Norwich 4, Yorks, March 

CAMPIELD, 1LL14M, Richmon: orks, Innkeeper r 
3 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Canter, GzorcE my hn mm Builder March 3 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Crarke, Tuomas, Wentwi +b, ae Victualler Feb 28 
at 10.30 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Dacomez. Atyaep Hupert, Branksome, Dorset, Builder 
March 8 at 12.15 The Grand Hotel, Bournemouth 

Dickxsox, Epexson Cuarswortn, Cockermouth, Cumber- 
land, Suleter March 3 at 2.45 Court house, Cocker- 
mout 

E..uiort, Harotp, Amberley, Sussex, Farmer Feb 28 at 
il, 39 Norfolk Arundel 

Fawtuorrs, Jouxs Hesry, Goltho, Lincs, Farmer Feb 28 
ati2 Off Bec, 31, Silver st, Lincola 

Fremrna, Fasperice Wittiam, Portland, Dorset, Gencral 
+ March 8 at 12.45 Grand Hot:], Bourne- 
mou 

Guippeyx, Many Banuvrey, Newlyn, East Cornwall, Pork 
Butcher March 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Fruiterer 


4 Farmer 





Haneison, Samvet Hyman, 
March 8 at 12.80 Off Rec 6, Sing 4, Berets 

Horr, he bel Wor! . Iron Merchant March 
8at8 Coart house, ~~ oy 

soup. Wits, Sheffield, Furnace Builder Feb 28 at 12 


ff Rec, Figtree ln, eld 
Tsaac, » Anrivn, Whitwick Feb 28 at 3 Off Rec, 47, Full 
st, y 
Jonzs, Ropericx, Tooley st, Provision Dealer’s Maneger 
March 3at12 Bankruptcy b! Carey st 
Kine Saente, Luton, Carpenter’s Labourer Feb 28 at 12 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Kyort, WIitiiam Henry SypvNey, Doren, 
umber March 6 at 10.30 on Heel Ten is, ’ Bedi 


circus, Exeter 
Lanz, Caances, Wandsworth, Feeder Feb 28 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London B: 
Lanciey, Ricnarp Josrrs, Bath st, City rd, Ouiee 
Dresser March 4 at 12 ma bl age, ae os 
Leapman, Henny, Spitalfields, Fe 2.30 
Bankrup' 


te blag Carey a 
Leven. Jom, Cambridge, Farmer Feb 28 
at230 White Hart Hotel, Newmarket 
Lieses, oe pa March 4 at 230 Bankruptcy 
arey 


Mc Mawy, Parker, Stockton on Tees, a March 12 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albertrd, Middlesbrou = 

Mappocks, Josern Tantum, Meersbrook, field, Com- 
= ial Clerk Feb 28 at 12,80 Off; Rec, Figtree In, 


Mavor Rupo.rs, Brixton March 3 at 2.3) Bankruptcy 
bidga, Carey st 

sioeus9 GeorcE, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Com- 
mercial Traveller Feb 28 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Manchester 

Norton, Watrer, Gainsborough, Grocer F b 23 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Pace, Tuomas Hznry, Market Rasen, Lincs, Watchmaker 
March 6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 

Pavu.ine, Lywpog Curistmas, Norwich, Butcher March 8 
atl Off Rec,8, King st, Norwich 

Pert, Epwarp GrorcE Lanxon, St Breward, Cornwall, 
Carpenter March 8 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


uro 
ee WituiaM GroRcE, Teen, Builder March 1 
12.30 Queen’s Hotel, Folkestone 
A Bocking, Essex, Innkeeper March 6 
atll Shirehall, C Chelmsford 
Ricwarpsoy, Dewnis Coox, Gt Grimsby, Fish ou Feb 
2ati1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grims 
Rosryson. Francis Tuomas, Bretford, nr Haety, Farmer 
Feb 28at12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford at, C.ventry 
Suv ° = EWOBTH, GEORGE, "Darwen, Painter Feb 28 at 3.30 
ff Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
ical SEY. GORGE Hewry, Wepre, Flint, Company Director 
Fed 28 at 2.15 Orypt chmors, Eastgate — Chester 
Srarizs Joun > ——, Butcher 
Feb 28 at 2.45 hite Hai rt Gotel, Hownnertet 
Texaertt, Joan Josera, East Ham, Meat Salesman March 
3atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
TimeerLtey, Henky, Morecamb3, Stationer Feb 28 at 3 
Rec. 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Trotiore, Henry Jaues, Worthing, Grocer Feb 28 at 3 
Off Reco, 4, Pavilion ae Brighto 
Uns, Witi14M, Cargo Flee re iddlcebeo Brickmaker 
March 7 at 12.30 Off ong Albert oy eidaieebroush 
Vasey, Orenza, Scarborough, er in Horses 
at 11,30 74, , Newborough, Scarborough 
Wuicut, Toomas, Middlesbrough, Grocer 
1230 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 1 Middlesb broug’ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bayxs, James, Bolton, Coal Carter Bolton Pet Feb 17 
Ord Feb 17 


Bar.tow, Louis, + Grocer Stourbridge Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 
Baru, Joan ae Bowes Park, baa Green, Clerk 
igh Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 
Breyer, Annit, Shoreditch, Toy Dealer High Court Pet 


Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Bromiey, Jonny NEALE, ‘Wilmcote, Warwick, Licansed 
Farm 


Victualler Warwick Pet Jan 29 Ord 5nd J 

Brown, Joux Grorce, Greta Bridge, 
Manager Stockton on Tees Pet Reb ire Ged Fob ir 

Canrer, Gronrce, Islington, Builder High Court Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Cox, Cuaries Henny, Cra a i, Salop, Bookseller 

ter + Ld » “Ord Feb 19 

Evans, Evan, Lianfi ararth, Carmarthen, Carpenter 
Carmarthen Pet Fe! + Ord Feb 17 

Gissox, Rovert, Walthamstow, Furniture Porter High 
Court Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Guippex. Mary Bamsuagy, Newlyn, East Cornwall, Pork 
Buteher Truro Pet Feb 17 Ora Feb 17 

Goopwix, Witu1am. Workington, Grocer Workington Pet 
Feb18 Ord Feb 18 


Goveu, James Bernarp, Morecambe, Auctioneer Preston 
Pet Nov19 Ord Feb 19 

Grauam, Jounston Moreron, Kenvington rd, Public 
House Broker High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Hampsen, Wittiam James, Woodley, Cheshire, Plumber 
8tock Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Hewpy, James, Cadoxton juxta Barry, House Painter 
Cai Pet Feb 17 Feb 17 

Hitrox, WituiaM com Derby, Tobacconist Derby Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Hoare, Srernen. Buckfastleigh Devon Plymouth Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 

dons, 34 Jauns oe aaeeaen Shop Assistant Swanses 

et F 
Joun 


‘eb 19 Ord Feb 19 
Carnarvon, Grocer 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 


Epwarp, Lianrug, 

Kix, Geonox, ry Seageaee's Labourer Luton Pet 
* Feb 13 Ord feb 

Kyow ces, WILLIAM Wolstanton, Staffs, Builder Hanley 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 


March 7 at 
h 


Jonzs, 





gzBeerierr Fy 


O02. 


Constable 
er 


s, Joiner 
Merchant 
t March 
> 2 at 12 
» 47, Full 
Manager 
b 28 at 12 


’ Bedtord 


3 at 11.30 

i, Collar 
arey st 

2.30 

Feb 28 

nkruptcy 

March 12 


id, Com- 
gtree In, 


akruptcy 


er, Com- 
yrom st, 


at 12.30 
chmaker 
n 

March 8 


ornwall, 
awen st, 


March 1 
March 6 
ter Feb 
Farmer 
y 

at 3.30 


_ Farm 
Feb 17 
tt Pet 
okseller 


rpenter 


l, Pork 
on Pet 
Preston 
Public 
lumber 
Painter 
by Pet 
h Pet 


n Pet 
Hanley 
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Lapg. Apa Ross, Guilford st, Russell sq, Boarding House 
High Court Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

L = Prayk H H ‘Taos In, 

EMON NK HARLAND ye A, ‘Troup, Chancery 
Public Entertainer High Court Pet Septi7 Ord 

Livpex, Jonx Wiiuiam Ciarexce, Broughton, Salford Pet Feb 8 ON ae, b 
Salford Pet Feb t7 Ord Feb 17 

Marruews, Hersert, Ossett, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury Feb 20 Ord Fed 
tng: hw = etn Beaten Beh & we eon T. 

Means. EORGE WEN, Brig! 22 weastle on 
Ord Feb 18 nig! “s Manners, Gaonce Soomne, Holme uj Spald 

Pack, Tuomas Henny, Market Rasen, Lincs, Watchmaker Yorks, Saddler Kiogston upon Hull. Pet Feb 21 Ord 
Liacoln Pet Febi7 Ord Feb 1 Feb 21 

Passman, Joun Witiiam, Middlesbrough, Fruiterer | Manson, James Arvert, Sheffield Shefficld Pet Feb 6 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 Ord Feb 20 - 

Pavey, Gxorcr, Hayward’s Heath, Corn Merchant | Mazston. Tuomas. Ossett, Yorks, Farmer Dewsbury 
Brighton Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 17 Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Perrgx, Joun Rovert, Kiogston upon Hull, Dock! Payys, Tuomas Henry, and Wittiam Rosertson, 
is Kingston upon Hull Bet Feb 19 Ord ~ oe Boot afacturers Leicester Pet Feb 21 
eb 19 

Perr, Epwarp Grorcs Laxxon, 8t Breward, Cornwall, | Pivczox, Faep James, Ilkeston, Baker Derby Pet Feb 

penter Truro Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 21 Ord Feb 21 - 
Bansiey, Warrer Torrmc, Princes mans, Holloway | Paessury, Heasert Henny, Camberwell, Chemist High 
Court Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
lord, nr Rugby, Farmer | Quincey, Epwarp Ly wy and Tuomas Linpiey 
Quincey, Ketteriog, Bo.t Manufacturers Northamp- 


Kenyon, Anruur, Wentbridge, Yorks, Farmer Wakefield 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Kine, — Wim, ae Fruiterer Bradford Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 


Lams, ena. Southam , Marine E x BSouth- 
Pet Feb 20 ed Feb 20 — 
bourne, Merchant Eastbourne 


Eosinsox, Francis Tuomas, Bretford, 

Coventry Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 19 
Seviars, Wituiam Henry. Rotherham, Yorks, Farmer ton Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 21 

8h Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 &xasz, ee per ery Carriage Builder Canterbury 
Saw, ALEXANDER Fietcuer, Ilkeston, Derby, Farmer Pet Feb 20 Feb 20 

Derby Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 18 SpurcEon, "Tues, aeeee Norfolk, Butcher MNor- 
STANILAND, GroxGe Witiiam, Croxton Kerrial, Leicester, wich Pet Feb 2) Ord Feb 

Farmer Nottingham Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 Tayion, Frank Srewarp, | ter, Paddington, 
Tayior, Dororny, Lower Broug Manch Archit ct Co Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 20 

Jan 30 eb 19 Taytor, Jxssz, Worcester, Painter Kidder- 
Tuarcuer, Tuomas, Willow Vale, Shepherd’s Bush, minster Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 20 

Dairyman High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 18 Tuomas, ALFRED JAMES, Waunllwya, Mon, Grocer’s Man- 
Tuomas, Joun, Quaker’s Yard, Glam, Collier Merthyr ager Tredegar Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Tydfil Pet Feb 18 Ord Febis Tuomas, Tuomas, Neath, Glam, Butcher Neath Pet Feb 

, Carmarthen, Grocer 21 Ord Feb 21 


Tuomas, Jouy, Swansea, Liandilo. 

Swansea Pet Feb18 O:d Feb is Tuomeson, Tuomas, Middlesbrough, Furniture Dealer 
Tosins, Mavaice, Hanbury st, Spitalfie’ds, Hat Manufac- brough Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

turer High Gourt Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 18 | Titsroox, Tuomas Frepericx, North Clifton. Notts, 
Trottork, Henry James. Worthing, Grocer Brighton | Schooimaster Nottingham Pet Feb 22 Crd Feb 22 








Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 TiLLoTson, Jonny, Leeds, terer’s Assistant 
Van Eyx, Jouw C, Hatherton State, | Schoolmaster Feb 20 Ord 20 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan 22 "Ord Feb 1 | Waawick, Cuaaies Joszrru, Wooéstone, Hunte, Butcher 
Vasey, Cone Scarborough, Dealer in _ a Scar- Peterborough Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
¥ boro Lr yb eb 17 Ona Fob 4 deat | be io Ss Dudley, Brass ia Dudley Pet 
—. pm. abi Pet Jan 
7 18 aw ” - | Wixinson, Jabez, Hudderstield, Card Dresser Hudders- 


Senn, "waee Epwin, Cricklewood High Court Pet | field Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb ii 
Feb18 Ord Feb 18 | Wimpress, wy » Engineer Leicester Pet 


Yorke, Apranam Apsey, Durham house. Dartmouth Park | Feb 20 Feb 
hill High Court Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 17 Ween, Soe, Bolton Percy, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 


rd Feb 20 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb, 25, Zusman, SAMUEL, radach, Sum, Outfitter Ponty- 
RECEIVING ORDERS. pridd 


Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2: 
Atcock, ALrrRED Wi.t1am, Clapham Junction, Grocer | Amended notice substituted a that pebiieas Se the 
Bensstn, Tanger tnomew fo Posse, Tite BF sma ear na sass 
ERGSON, PuHIwip, n ure Framer | Worsiey, Joun Josera, Portland, pore oO 
. ae = Feb 20, Ord ~~ , Warrington Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 7 cr and Gon . 
RADBHAW, JOHN nr 
eer st oy my | ~ ype deel Amended notice substituted for thet published in 
Carox, Jerrua Cuastox, Attleborough, Norfolk, Licensed the Londoa ye te of Feb 2 
Victualler Norwich’ Pet Feb - Ord Feb 22 =. st, Se Factor High 
Cuapwick. Ammon Buckey, Ro nr Oldham, ~~ 
Victualler Oldham Pet Fe Ty ‘Ord Feb 21 
Cuew, Witi1am, Nelson, Lancs, Labourer Burnlty Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Coates, ALrrep James, Leonard - Glos, Butcher 
Gloucester Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 2 
Cornpery, ArTHuR WILLIAM te Acton, Coal 
Merchant Brentford Pet Febii Ora Feb 21 Capstick, Tuomas Sanperson, Tebay, Eiiend. 
Davigs, Jonan, Cardiff, House Agent Cardiff Pet Feb 19 Victualler bat 12.16" The Cross Keys 
Ord Feb 1 Inn, Tebay, Westmorland 


9 
De He.pert, F ve C pase, Piccadilly High Court Cartow. T eoee, SO, ane March 4 at 3 Off Rec, 


Raypsx, Faayx, Boro 
Cou:t Pet Feb 15 


FIRST wien all 


Atcocx, Atrrep Wiiti1am, Clapham Junction, Grocer 
March 6 at12 Bankiuptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Potano & Co, Anruur, Bishopsga:e st, Timber b ieochente 
March 6 at 2.30 8, Care: 


Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 21 19, Exchange st, Bol 
Gascoyyz & Horton, . aa Builders Croydon Pet | ConnrorTa, ALEXANDER , Newtown March 20 at 
G iy Rg Crabb’s Crots, Coachbuilder | D. ~ tt, - “Balto: m Ferry, Glam, Boot 
REGORY: ven Tuomas, Crabb’s 8 i avies, Dasigy Miisom, Dealer 
ingham Pet Febi2 Ord Feb22 * March 5 at 12 Off hee St 31, Alenatidra 1d, Swansea 
Hamsreton, Joun, ioosier, Chester Ashton under Lyne | Davizs, Evan, Ortieh oh, ye Innkeeptr March 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 6at12 185, High st, ty 

Hazzis, WILLiaM u, Avergwya, Glam, Labourer Aberavon | Davixs, oy Evans, Sanscn, Gro March 6 at 12 
Pet Feb 22 , Alexandra 

—- ye Aberdare, Collier Aberdare Pet Feb 2) Easruore. Auranp, Wolvechems Walvechaapton P Painter March 7 at 


EQUITY AND LAW 


IE" =I ASSURANOEH SoorrTry. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


Funds exceed @ =” @ £3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Pi for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
ations, to 
SEORETARY, 18, LINOOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 











Ww 
“Eater pe ley Sones 


Hanns, Brighton March 4 at 11 Off Rec, Pavilion 


bidgs, Bi 
Hz wad, Aizaep Wiu1amsox, Buckingham st, Fitzroy 
ar Licensed Victualler March 5 at 12 Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
Hitrox, Wittiam James, Derby, Tobacconist March 4 at 
Off Full i a 


12 4, 

Mocass, hamotie ‘renerbert, Gan Draper March 5 at 
12 135, High st, Merthyr 

Joxes, Ettex, Portdiaorwic, Carnarvse, Grocer March 6 

Py Yi wi, Glam, Baptist Minister 
March 4at12 136, igh st Merthyr Tydfil 

Kina, Joun Wii11aM, Bradford, Feuiterer March 6 at 11 
Uff Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


L Ross, Guildford Russell sq, 
apg, ADA z, ’ S32 8q, Boarding 


st 
Las, Wittiam, Sou Marine Engineer March 
. ats Off Ree, 17: st, Southampton 
Lineen, Joun walun Cuarexce, Salford March 5 at 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Luoyp, genn, Wrezham, Denbigh, Furniture Lealer 
March 4 at 3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


Marston, Tu cum Grafton, Yorks, Farmer 
march 6 gat) Ot Bee, Bank Bat 

Sassnews, amet — ¥ 6 at 
11.80 Off Reo, Bank chmbrs, 

Perrer, Joux Rosset, bf 4 
i March 4 at 11 Ree, “Tri Trinity 

P , Francis, RB Farmer March 

waar Rael Range 
Paestsvury, Hersert ay, Oumberwell, emist March 


at 12 ble 
Ross, P Hopenrvos, Cheles Stark 10 10 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
ee Walsall, Grocer March 4 at 11 Off 


Taxon, Dorotay, Lower Broughton March5 at 3 Off 

ate THomas, oy Hage, Carey 8 Dairyman March 6 
at Baukruptc Carey st 

Susgees, See. Lecds, 's Assistant March 5 
at L 


bat3 on "Rec, Wolves 
bart gio Fane, jan, Walsall, Baker March 4 
1 
Wasson, ALFRED, rd, Soe, Goan March 4 
at 


7 
Wasrwoop, Joszern Wivviam, 


atil 174, Genpeusten at, 
Witxinson, Jabez, Card 
Of Reo, 19, John William st, Hi 


atil Reo, 19, 
we —~ ? = Prestatyn, 1 Tease 
ware, ‘ie, 2 se — gh 4at 12.30 


Off 
Que nne 1, Berriige st, Lelooster, Builder March 
7 at 10.60 Court House, Pains = 2 8q, Warrington 
dea = Po Mand Hatten, F — 6atl Off 
‘Bed House, ‘Duncombe pl 
See Anetna Asser, Dartmouth = bill March 6 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


A Atrrep Wii.14m, St John’s hill, brit 
tion, Grocer High Court wad 20 +r 


Birp, [saac, Manchester, 


Ammon Buckxiey nr 
Cav jotudler Oldham Pot Feb a1” Ord Feb at 
ee 5 ype Lancs, Labourer Burnley 





Auctioneer 


ie = Dealer in Works 


of Art High Court Pet Jan 90 Ord Feb 22 
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Bowanpv, Moreton st, Musical 
Janeeewaty Mab nash Fes Deo it Ord Feb 
James, tam, Aberdare, Collier Aberdare Pet Feb 20 
Ord Feb 20 
Kine, Jouxn Witt,  rcrnenee Fruiterer 
21 Ord Feb 2 


Feb 21 


Bradford Pet 
Wiis, cite 


ampton, + ~ am Engineer 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Fi 


Lewis, Toomas _— Licensed Victualler Cardiff Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 
Maynens, Grorncs ~ Holme upon Spalding Mo: 
sy) Saidier Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 21 Ord 
¥F 


Lams, 


21 
Marston, THowas, Ossett, Yorks, Farmer Dewsbury Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Panesons, Percy Wittiam, Sueiatige Wells High Court 
Pet Dec10 Ord Feb! 

Payyg, Tuomas Hesny, — Wises Bowersox 
Leicester. 


ster Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 
Pincrox, Farv James, Dikeston, Baker Derby Pet Feb 
2t Ord Feb 21 ‘ 
Pressury, Hersert Hexny Camberwell, Chemist High 
Court Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 
Quiscey, Epwarp Eosert, and Tuomas Lixpiry 
Quincey, Kettering, Boot Manufacturers North- 
ampton Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Ravypex, Fraxx. Borough Hi ° * Hop Factor 
Court Pet Feb 15 Ord Fe 
Sxasz, Tuomas, Folkestone, jl Builder Can‘erbury 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Srurczox, Taowas, Mundes\y, Norfolk, Butcher Nor- 
wich Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 





High 


Jcszrn, Woolwich, Picture Frame Maker 
Ww Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 21 
Tuomas, ArizeD James, Weunllwyd, 
Tre Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Tuomas, Tuomas, Neath, Glam, Butcher Neath Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Tuomrsox, Tuomas, Midd esbrouch, Furniture Dealer 

ough Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Titsnoox, Tuomas Farpenicx, North Clifton, Not/s, 
Schoolmaster Nottingham Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Tittorsox, Joux, Leeds, Fruiterer’s Assistant Leeds 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Fel) 20 

Warwick, Cuaries Josern, ery * aa Butcher 

Pet Fev 20 Wood Feb 

Witxissox, Janez, Huddersfield, Card : Huddera- 
field Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2i 

Wituiams, Joux Epwanp, Crowland, pom Baker 
borough Pet Feb is Ord Feb 2 

Winrgzss, Hexer. Lei ester, esas Leicester 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Texeypacm 








HILL’S 





c 
F Gusrentood Pure Tobece? E. 
) Red HILLEL LONDON) 


CSTARLISHEO 1775 


FOR THE PIPE, 
HILL’S 
BADMINTON ccaraniay MIXTURE 


18 PERFECTION. 
6D. PER 1 OZ. PKT. | 7. | 2: PER j-LB, TIN, 
ee Se en |e 


6 Aleo Smoke Hill’s r 
Bapminron Mixture Cricanerres. 


Mon, Grocar’s 


Peter- 
Pet | 


Waar, 3 Hesnry, ye Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
Feb 20 —s eb 20 
h, Glam, Outfitter Ponty- 


Zvsmay. Samvuet. Lianbradac 
pridd Pet Feb 92 Ord Feb 22 


Amended notice substituted for that panel in 
the London Gazette of Jan 14 


Gaunpet, Louis Pavt, Stoke Newington, — Breaker 
Edmonton Pet Dec6 Ord Jan8 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Lorex, Wittiam Lawson, Ki m upon Hull, Chemist 
Kingston upon Hull Adjud Nov 33,1900 Annul Feb 


14, 1902 
Rarcr, Mantis, Swansea, Cement Manufacturer Swansea 


Adjud Sept 18, 1894 ‘Annul Feb 19, 1902 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the © 
Soricirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it ig ~ 
requested that application be made direct’ to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 4 


Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE 
Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s, 
WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s, 
SoxiciTors’ JOURNAL and WEBEKLY | 
REPORTER, £2 128., post-free. q 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. 


; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 











CAW'S Famous 
FOUNTAIN 
PENS a2 porutar 


ALL OVER THE WORLD. 


THE 
A most useful Pen, 
From @/# to 76/6 each. 


THE 

An Ideal Pen for Ladies. 
&/= and @/«# each. 

THE “DASHAWAY” 


Beautifully made and finished. 
which never fails. 


THE NEW PATENT “SAFETY” 
The best production of its kind. 
Absolutely air and ink tight. 
IUustrated Catalogue, giving full particulars, to be had of all Stationers, or the Sole Wholesale Agents: 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 


Illustration of Safety Pen. 


“EASY” PEN. 


suitable for all work. 


“DAINTY” PEN. 


No larger than a lead pencil. 


PEN. 

It has a double feed, 
From 40/6 to 2@/«# each. 
PEN. 


It is different to all others. 
From 12/6 to 2G/= each. 


Great New Street, E.C. 








| REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Pu 


rchased, } 
; 4 Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 


always on Sale. 
100. CHANCERY LAN & CARSV STREET 
JUST PUBLISHED, Prics 10s, 64, 


_SIMONSON ON RECONSTRUCTION AND 
AMALGAMATION OF COMPANIES. 


WITH FORMS AND PRECEDENTS. 





EFFINGHAM WILSON, 11, Roya 
JUST PUBLISHED. 
Price 20s ; cash, 16s. 64., post-free. FIFTH Edition. 


INDERMAUR’S MANUAL OF 
} EQUITY, enlarged and revised and brought down t> 
date, and forming a ac ¢ mplete Treatise for Students, 


At the same price is also publishei 


Excuawor, E.C, 





INDERMAUR’S PRINCIPLES and | 


PRACTICE of CONVEYANCING. — A complete 
Treat se on the subject. 


Furnivel Press : Guo, Bazven, Furnival Street, Holborn. 


T° BOOKBUYERS and LIBRARIANS of 

FREE LIBRARIES.—The Marcu Catalogues of 

| valuable Seecond-Hand Works and New Remainders, offered 

at prices greatly reduced, are now ready, and wi be sent 

ost-free upon application to W. H. Suiru & Son, Library 
Jepartment, 186, Strand, London, W.C. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Eetastisusp 186238), 
Interests in Real and Personal 
terests and Life Policies, aa] 
Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard Ww 
o, COLEMAN STREET E.C. 








EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 


10, 


| Reversions and Life Interests in 


| 





Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 

Interest on Loans may be Capi ars 
Cc. H. CLA m, } 
F. H. CLAYTON 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 


Joint 





CHAIRMAN : 
Siz HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Baur., 
aaeeaatuticaibaiastattie de Temple, E.C. 


pt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, build, 
e Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Foegavty. 
terest for Loans Bedueed to 4 4} per Cent. 
erence Shares £10 each ; Interest 4}‘per Cent. 
Deposite received at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cent, 
Prospectus free of 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


Im 





(jy eeeeaAL REVERSIONARY AND 
ESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, j 


No. 2% PALL MAL 
(Removep yaom 6 HALL.) 


Established 1836, and further em wero by Spel Ae of 
Parliament, ; 


tae 5.W. 


14 & 16 Vict. o. 1 

Bhare and Debenture Capital ... 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


£619,870. 





7, OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
(4 Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (except sot Sundays), 

from 9 a.m. until sunset, Admission Is 

Children aivage Ot 6d, Among the recent sdbitions isa Rocky 

Mountain Goat in full winter dress, 











